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The integration of an instructional “good idea” in undergraduate classes 
through the natural and evolutionary process of instruction renovation was the 
focus of this study. More specifically, the question “What personal, contextual, 
and innovation-related forces act on the integration of active learning into the 
traditional signature pedagogies of university tenured faculty?” was addressed 
in an extensive research agenda spanning seven years. In the mixed methods 
study central to this research portfolio, self-nominating faculty who were 
proponents of active learning at the University of Saskatchewan shared their 
stories and perceptions about integrating active learning in their undergraduate 
classes through written data, surveys, questionnaires, focus group meetings, and 
individual interviews. The study revealed that the integration of active learning, 
and the development of unique personal signature pedagogies, took place 
naturally in a benignly neutral environment, when desire met with combinations 
of perceived needs and timely, resonating active learning solutions. Rather than 
“change,” instructional methods were gently “renovated” as participants 
experimented with solutions to address student learning needs. Active learning 
was fit together with personal and professional beliefs about student capabilities 
and effective instruction, and college signature pedagogies. 
Participants indicated that supportive faculty development, student 
enthusiasm and engagement, policy that neither encouraged nor discouraged 
active learning, and the benefits of active learning were driving forces. 
Restraining forces included unsupportive or negative students and peers, a lack 
of alignment between stated organizational values and enacted values regarding 
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rewards, and time. Active learning was thought to be effective, but was also 
perceived to be complex, difficult to try and assess, and too dissimilar from other 
instructional methods to integrate easily.  
Findings from the central study and experiences associated larger doctoral 
research agenda activities suggest that faculty development could be expanded to 
provide coaching and suggest instructional methods which are clearly linked with 
signature pedagogies and instructional problems, and that small manageable 
ways in which active learning can be easily and comfortably integrated in 
undergraduate classes are showcased. In addition, students could be encouraged 
to interact with faculty as often as possible, that student stories of engaging 
instructional activities be prominently profiled, and that stated organizational 
values be clearly aligned with enacted values and the formal reward structure. 
Future studies might focus on the effects of “planting” highly-regarded 
teaching enthusiasts, the relationship between student and faculty enthusiasm 
and engagement, the effects of external rewards on the inclusion of active 
learning, the role of collegial support in the integration of active learning, and the 
process of integrating other “good ideas.” Research might also be conducted on 
removing identified barriers and increasing driving forces identified in this study. 
An extension and elaboration of this study might create communities of practice 
on campus and encourage positive conversations about teaching as well as reveal 
additional driving and restraining forces that act on the integration of “good 
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For any number of reasons, there is often a gap between what is thought to 
be a “good idea” and the use of it. Scholarly literature and common perception 
suggest that change does not happen easily and is often fraught with angst and 
turmoil. A recent Google search yielded more than 36 million web pages that 
refer to change and people's resistance to change. There are hundreds, if not 
thousands, of books and countless workshops and services available on this issue.  
Given the wide range of material on change and resistance, it seems that 
we are still searching for answers. The surprising insights found in this 
dissertation portfolio contribute to what we know about change. As a portfolio, 
this document is informed by the findings of a substantive core study, but also by 
the insights and experiences of my larger research agenda, which spanned seven 
years. The portfolio contains my focused effort to gain insights into change at the 
post-secondary level.  
Specifically, I wanted to learn more about what contributed to the use of 
active learning in undergraduate classes through the stories, experiences, and 
perceptions of selected faculty. More generally, this dimension fit into my larger 
research agenda which was concerned with the integration of a curricular 






   
Why this Study Now? Why Me? 
 
Change fascinates me. I study it personally and professionally and, along 
with a deep desire to make classrooms places where student and teachers thrive, 
it has been a theme throughout my career in education. I had a feeling that what I 
had read and learned over my years as an elementary school teacher, and then as 
a university instructor and coach of teachers, was not the whole story.   
While interested in change in general, I have a particular interest in 
instructional change and change at the University of Saskatchewan. To augment 
my multi-year doctoral research program and experiences of the inclusion of 
active learning in my own undergraduate classes, I designed a qualitative study to 
determine “driving” and “restraining” forces that act on the implementation of 
active learning in undergraduate classes. This study is the centerpiece of my 
dissertation portfolio and offers insight into the change process as related to the 
integration of active learning in undergraduate classes.  
Any number of curricular innovations, or “good ideas,” could have been 
the focus of this study but I chose active learning. Since the publication of 
Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate (Boyer, 1990), 
university faculties across North America have adopted a more active stance 
towards the scholarship of teaching. Many universities, including the University 
of Saskatchewan, have used Boyer's ideas as a basis for revised mission 
statements; which have in turn directed faculty development initiatives, and 
provided a basis for decisions connected to promotion and tenure. 
As an instructional practice with stellar credentials, active learning at the 
post-secondary level has received increased attention in the past 15 years. 
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Although compared to other instructional innovations such as internet use, 
technology integration, and collaborative and cooperative learning, the growth of 
active learning has been slight; the number of journal articles related to active 
learning has steadily increased (Poindexter, 2003).  
My personal involvement with instructional change began in 1990. While 
developing resources for teachers on a wide variety of teaching strategies and 
beginning to teach undergraduate classes at the College of Education, I started a 
consulting company that focused on instructional practices. I developed several 
handbooks on coaching, professional development and teaching strategies, 
facilitated hundreds of workshops, coached K-12 teachers extensively on 
integrating various forms of active learning in their classrooms, and taught 
undergraduate classes for two education departments.  
At the post-secondary level, my area of expertise was gaining momentum 
so in 1998 I shifted my focus from primary and secondary education to post-
secondary education. When I was accepted into the doctoral program in 2002, I 
was no stranger to instructional practices or to the integration of these practices 
in classrooms. Throughout my doctoral research program my professional work 
was keenly related to the core study of this document. At the College of Medicine, 
I facilitated workshops on active learning for faculty, worked with medical 
residents taking TIPS (Teaching Improvement Project System), facilitated several 
student focus groups on instructional practices, and was available to faculty as an 
instructional coach. I worked extensively with one faculty member for four years 
and another for approximately two years.  
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The focus of my doctoral research program was a natural extension and 
intensification of my overall research agenda regarding the implementation of a 
“good idea.” I was actively engaged in the research, study, and practice of either 
effective teams or active learning in undergraduate classes, and used active 
learning in the classes I taught. I had countless conversations with faculty, 
sessional instructors, and graduate and undergraduate students about their 
university classes. Artifacts of other studies carried out as part of my overall 
research agenda are in Appendix A-2.  
Along with five co-authored publications in peer-reviewed journals, I also 
co-presented twice on active learning at post-secondary education conferences, 
and co-developed and participated in four poster sessions at medical education 
conferences across Canada. I had two book chapters published (Appendix A-5) 
related to my research agenda. I served on the Policy and Planning Committee for 
the College of Education and the Instructional Development Committee of the 
University, sat on the Steering Committee for The Teaching and Learning 
Foundational Document (University of Saskatchewan, 2008) at the University of 
Saskatchewan (Appendix B), and was a scholar with the Centre for the Study of 
Cooperatives. Any one of these was substantive enough to have produced a 
dissertation but all have informed my understanding of change in instructional 
renovation and the integration of active learning in undergraduate classes 
presented in this document.  
Figure 1.1 illustrates the confluence of experiences, perspectives, and 
artifacts of my research agenda which contributed to the richness of insight 
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presented in this document on the integration of a “good idea.” In this case, the 
“good idea” was active learning in undergraduate classes.  
My Teaching Instructional Coaching 
 
Figure1.1. Contributing dimensions to Instructional Renovation: Integrating 
Active Learning in Undergraduate Classes. 
Chapter 1 sets out (1) the background, purpose, and significance of the 
study; (2) the delimitations, limitations, and assumptions; (3) the definitions 
used for the purposes of this study; and (4) the organization of the dissertation. 
Background and Context for this Study 
In the past 15 years, the University of Saskatchewan has raised the profile 
of teaching in a number of ways. The Teacher-Scholar Model was embedded in 
the Mission Statement and Goals (1993, p.1):  “As an academic community, our 
mission is to achieve excellence in the scholarly activities of teaching, discovering, 
preserving, and applying knowledge.”  The Board of Governors approved A 
Framework for Planning wherein the stated goals were to: (1) improve the 
quality of instruction, (2) intensify research efforts, (3) foster the Teacher-Scholar 
Doctoral Research Program 
Instructional Renovation: Integrating a 
“Good Idea” in Undergraduate Classes 
Articles and Publications Teaching and Learning Document 
THIS STUDY 
Interactions with Students 
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Model, and (4) respond to the needs of aboriginal people (University of 
Saskatchewan, 1998).  The Gwenna Moss Teaching and Learning Center was 
established in part as a response to these stated goals offering faculty 
development sessions targeting instructional practices and instructional support. 
In 2002, new standards for Tenure and Promotion were approved. As part of the 
development of The Teaching and Learning Foundational Document there were 
focus groups conducted by the Provost’s office. From February to May 2006, 117 
students participated in 18 focus groups, and over 240 faculty members 
participated in 25 meetings. The information from these meetings was shared 
with the university community for feedback in March 2008. In 2007, the 
University Learning Centre was created. The implementation of the GSR 989, 
Introduction to University-Level Teaching course occurred in 2007 and was 
further developed into Transforming Teaching. An undergraduate forum was 
implemented in September 2007. These initiatives sought to address the stated 
goals to improve the quality of instruction at the University of Saskatchewan and 
foster the Teacher-Scholar Model. 
The Desire for Instructional Change 
 Generically speaking, the desire for instructional change appears to stem 
from research on effective teaching, changing student demographics, and an 
increasingly competitive marketplace (Bok, 2003). It might be that the first two 
are inextricably linked and the third plays out of the first two. The following 




   
Research on Effective Teaching  
A variety of means are used to teach at the post-secondary level with the 
ubiquitous lecture consistently the default. Expanding this perception, Shulman 
(2005) offered the notion of “signature pedagogies” or strategies that are used 
extensively and traditionally as teaching methods within individual professional 
colleges. For example, law engages students with cases and medicine uses clinical 
rounds. Further to this, there is a trend towards active learning in undergraduate 
classes, regardless of college, to increase student learning. The research on active 
learning in its various forms is considerable and overwhelmingly singular in its 
support (Biggs, 1999; Nelson, 2001; Panitz, 2003; Russell, Hendricson, & 
Herbert, 1984; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1994; Wright & O'Neil, 1994; Zull, 2002). 
Active learning is any activity with the core elements of active, collaborative, 
cooperative, and problem-based learning introduced in the classroom that 
engages students in their own learning (Prince, 2004). Sharing some features 
with active learning, “signature pedagogies” deeply engage students through 
interaction and encourage “accountable talk” where students acknowledge the 
contributions of others before offering their own perspectives (Shulman, 2005). 
Learning and participation are inseparable (Wlodkowski, 2003), and 
active learning engages students with course content in meaningful ways.  
Although current research on learning indicates that using a wide variety of 
teaching strategies in the classroom increases student motivation and learning, it 
might be ignored because "employing this emerging knowledge challenges the 
historic structure of the universities" (Smith, 2004, p. 31). Yet it is important to 
consider “whether it has already become immoral to teach without extensive use 
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of active learning techniques that so enhance performance" (Nelson, 1996, p. 
172). Whether or not it is “immoral” not to use active learning, universities have 
caught on; active learning increases motivation, retention, understanding, and 
engagement. 
Changing Student Characteristics 
The traditional college student and the student experience has changed 
tremendously and the professoriate has been encouraged to adapt their 
instructional practices to better address the changed student body. Students are 
"more diverse in ethnic background, age, and participation patterns" (Smith, 
2004, p. 30). They have families, work, or prefer to learn at a distance.  
In addition to changing learner characteristics, learner attitudes have also 
changed. The post-modern generation wants fun, power in their hands, clear 
expectations and explanations, personal rapport with their instructors, honesty, 
and uninhibited use of technology (Fowler, 2003). In this milieu of changing 
student demographics and the advancement of understandings about learning, 
faculty members are encouraged to change their instructional practices to better 
meet the needs of the learner. 
Universities in the Marketplace 
Universities are in the marketplace (Bok, 2003) as they have perhaps 
never been before. Students and their parents are increasingly demanding a 
quality education in exchange for the tuition they pay. In Canada, McLean’s 
magazine provides an annual, provocative rating of the country’s universities to 
help potential students, and their parents, shop for a good university. Student 
recruitment is critical to the life of a university. Good teaching is one of the 
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aspects important to discerning consumers in an increasingly competitive 
marketplace and can draw students to one campus over another.  
Forces Acting Against Instructional Change 
In addition to the forces driving instructional change, there are also forces 
acting against instructional change. As mentioned earlier, the University of 
Saskatchewan (University of Saskatchewan, 1998) has four main goals: (1) 
improve the quality of instruction, (2) intensify research efforts, (3) foster the 
Teacher-Scholar Model, and (4) respond to the needs of Aboriginal people. Not 
only are faculty expected to address the quality of instruction and the Teacher-
Scholar Model, they are also expected to intensify research efforts. 
Although teaching and research are ideally linked, this is not always the 
case. Time spent on one is time away from the other (Bok, 2003; Boyer, 1990; 
Sandy, Meyer, Goodnough, & Rogers, 2000; Shea & Knoedler, 1994; Shell, 2001; 
Smith, 1991).  Faculty members are researchers expected to carry on effective and 
potentially lucrative research agendas.  
The faculty member's role is multi-dimensional and, in some cases, 
teaching might be seen as a peripheral engagement to research. Faculty members 
teach for only a portion of their time and usually have little or no teacher training. 
To a large extent, how a person teaches is considered to be a personal matter of 
style and a highly individualistic endeavour rather than a honed skill based on 
evidence. Tremendous effort is needed to change instructional practices.  
Faculty might continue to teach as they were taught; perpetuating 
signature pedagogies and the ubiquitous lecture method of instruction, regardless 
of research on learning, changing student demographics, and the competitive 
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marketplace. The university is strongly research-focused, student demographics 
are changing, and students and some faculty might not always be enthusiastic 
about changing instructional practices. However, some faculty members include 
active learning in their undergraduate classes even though teaching with this 
approach requires a great deal of time, commitment and energy. 
Purpose of This Study 
Within the context of my larger doctoral research program, the purpose of 
this particular study was to determine the driving and restraining forces acting on 
the implementation of active learning in undergraduate classes as revealed 
through the stories and perceptions of selected faculty, and to use force field 
analyses and  Kirkpatrick’s (1994) framework of necessary conditions for change1 
to examine and organize these stories and perceptions in relation to the 
innovation, the person, and the context, and to explore the possible interactions 
among the forces identified in these categories. 
 Problem Statement 
This study was guided by the following problem statement: What are the 
perceived driving and restraining personal and contextual forces (and possible 
interactions of these forces) contained in stories about teaching which contribute 




                                                 
1 Kirkpatrick (1994)  indicated that four conditions are necessary for a change to occur: one must 
have a  desire to change, one must know what to do and how to do it, one must be working in the 
right climate, and one must be rewarded for changing. 
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Research Questions 
1. What were faculty members’ stories and perceptions of active learning 
at the University of Saskatchewan? How did they know what to do and 
how to do it?  
2. What were the personal driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university 
classrooms? What were their driving desires? 
3. What were the contextual driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university 
classrooms? What was the “right” climate for them? How did they feel 
rewarded? 
4. According to study participants and researcher, how might the 
interactions of these forces be described? 
Significance 
This descriptive and exploratory study is significant in several ways. It 
contributes to my research agenda on the integration of a “good idea” as it relates 
to the introduction and support of active learning in undergraduate education. It 
provides insight into university instructional practices as perceived by a small 
group of faculty who were self-proclaimed teaching enthusiasts. This study also 
contributes to the understanding of what drives and restricts instructional change 
at the post-secondary level. The driving and restraining forces identified in this 
study might help others strategically minimize the barriers and maximize the 
driving forces to encourage change in other organizations based on the 
experiences and perceptions of faculty actually using active learning. Last, this 
 11
   
study’s significance is enhanced by the rather surprising insights, as revealed 
through the unique research design, regarding the development of sustainable 
personal signature pedagogies and instructional renovation. 
Delimitations 
According to Kurson (2004, p. 27), “the anchor line not only keeps the 
boat from drifting—which it might do anyway—but it also provides the way down 
to the wreck and, more importantly, the way back.” The delimitations that kept 
this study from drifting were the following: 
1. Many curricular innovations are being implemented in graduate and 
undergraduate university classes. To narrow the parameters, and in 
keeping with other studies I have carried out in this area, this study 
focused on incorporating a specific curricular innovation in 
undergraduate credit classes. Although active learning was the chosen 
innovation, this study was not about active learning or its perceived 
efficacy. 
2. I chose to invite a small group of faculty who were self-proclaimed 
advocates of active learning at the University of Saskatchewan to 
participate in the study because of my involvement with active learning 
and instructional coaching on this campus. The study is delimited by 
not including other faculty from this university or faculty from other 
universities.  
3. The population was delimited to faculty, as defined by the Faculty 
Association at the University of Saskatchewan with the exception of 
two instructors who held term positions. 
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4. The data gathering was conducted from March to May, 2007.  
5. The research methodology was delimited to two separate half-day 
sessions that included activities and surveys to draw out experiences, 
stories, and perceptions of incorporating active learning in 
undergraduate classes. The data gathering period concluded with 
individual interviews. 
6. The overall quality of the teaching was not evaluated. It was not the 
intent of this study to investigate the effectiveness or efficacy of either 
the instructor or of active learning as a teaching strategy, but rather to 
explore the driving and restraining forces acting on the 
implementation of active learning; whether the inclusion of active 
learning enhanced teaching or learning was not a component of this 
study. 
Limitations 
Any single research method has limitations. However, a variety of approaches 
were used to minimize these limitations. The boundaries and areas by which this 
study was limited were as follows:   
1. The study was limited by not observing active learning in the classes 
participants were teaching. I did not go in to classes to observe whether or 
not active learning was being actually implemented. I relied on the 
participants to be truthful and accurate in their assessment that they were 
indeed incorporating active learning to some extent in their undergraduate 
classes. 
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2. This study provides insights of a general nature not only regarding 
curricular innovation in universities, but also regarding the sustainable 
implementation and integration of a “good idea” for individuals and 
organizations.  However, because of the limited sample, the results of this 
study may not be specifically generalizable to other universities or faculty.  
3. On a campus where people are well-known to each other, preserving 
anonymity is a challenge. In order to minimize the possibility of 
identifying individual participants, I chose to focus on the collective voice 
of participants in their experiences and perceptions of the driving and 
restraining forces acting on the inclusion of active learning in their 
undergraduate classes instead of featuring the individual voices of the 
participants. 
4. This study did not address how participants learned about active learning. 
As self-proclaimed advocates, it was assumed faculty had acquired 
information about active learning at some time. 
5. Except through self-report, this study did not measure actual change in 
teaching methods. The study relied on the participants’ truthful reports on 
changes in their instructional practices as well as their perceptions of 
change rather than objective measurements of such changes. 
6. It would have been interesting to know what students thought of the 
changes in the instructional practices, but this study did not look at their 
perceptions, nor did it study the influences of changed instructional 
practices on students’ learning.  
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7. Although providing additional depth and insight, my prior experiences 
and expertise are also a limitation; these very experiences and expertise 
have also created an unavoidable, inevitable, and limiting bias despite a 
trustworthy design, careful and rigorous analysis, and balanced 
discussion. As the primary researcher, the lens through which this study 
was conducted is uniquely my own. 
Assumptions 
The assumptions made in this study were that: 
1. Change is a process which may be described according to definite stages, 
and that these stages are recognizable, describable and, at least to some 
degree, universal.  
2. Making changes in instructional practices in university classrooms is of 
value; curricular innovation is desirable, achievable, and possible.  
3. As a curricular innovation, active learning contributes to effective 
instruction and is, therefore, a desirable innovation to pursue.  
4. Some faculty members are interested in curricular innovation and have 
implemented curricular innovations in the courses they teach at the 
undergraduate level to include more active learning.   
5. Experiences vary from person to person. The personal experiences and 
feelings of one individual may not be reflected in the experiences and the 
reporting of those experiences by others. 
Definition of Terms 
To make the study and its findings as clear as possible, it is important to 
define the terms used.  
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Webster (1958) and Oxford (1997) define change as to put a thing in place 
of something else, to exchange or substitute, to make or become different, to alter 
or vary.   
Driving forces are those factors which increase the likelihood of change 
occurring and restraining forces are those factors which decrease the likelihood 
of change occurring (Lewin, 1951). 
Although the term active learning can refer to any number of teaching 
techniques and there are many defining constituent elements of active learning, 
this study used a straight-forward clinical definition to engage participants. 
Active learning was defined as any activity that includes the core elements of 
active, collaborative, cooperative, or problem-based learning introduced in the 
classroom that engages students in their own learning (Prince, 2004). Case 
studies, simulations, demonstrations, experiments, debates, role play, small 
group discussions, creating visual representations and models, problem solving, 
research and presentations, and games are all examples of active learning.   
For the purposes of this study, personal forces are those forces such as 
personal beliefs, attitudes, goals, career stage, values, motivations, feelings, 
resonance with the innovation, and role identification that have an impact on the 
adoption of an innovation.  Contextual forces are those forces such as norms and 
values, rewards and resources, peer support, students, interpersonal dynamics, 
and faculty development that have an impact on the adoption of an innovation. 
“Story,” for the purposes of this study, includes participants’ comments, 
statements, shared information, observations, anecdotes, and reflections. 
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Summary of Chapter 1 and Dissertation Organization 
Chapter 1 presented a personal context for the study, the background to 
the problem, the purpose of the study and specific research questions, the 
limitations, delimitations, definition of terms and assumptions, and a summary 
of the major elements considered in the study. Chapter 2 elaborates on the 
conceptual framework, and Chapter 3 outlines the methodology used for the 
research and the specific research plan. Chapter 4 provides a systematic 
presentation and analysis of the data. Chapter 5 returns to research questions. 
Chapter 6 provides my interpretation and discussion of the data in relation to the 
existing literature as well as implications, conclusions, and possibilities for future 
study. Chapter 7 reports insights from other aspects of my research program. The 
Epilogue shares personal reflections on my own learning.  The Appendix, integral 
to this portfolio, includes artifacts from my other areas of research on the 
integration of a good idea.  
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Driving and restraining forces that act on the integration of active learning 
in undergraduate classes were explored in this study by analyzing the stories, 
perceptions, and experiences of active learning proponents. Using categories 
adapted from Stark and Lattuca (1997) and Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991), 
Chapter 2 reports literature relevant to the context in which the innovation is 
integrated, the individuals who are integrating the innovation, and the 
innovation itself. In this study, the innovation is active learning, the context into 
which the innovation is being integrated is undergraduate university classes, and 
the individuals who have integrated the innovation are a select group of tenured 
faculty at the University of Saskatchewan. Chapter 2 also provides a background 
on “change” as it applies to the integration of an innovation. Figure 2.1 provides 
the framework for the literature review.  
C   
H 
 
Figure 2.1. Conceptual framework of the literature review. 
(3) THE  
CONTEXT 
 







   
  The chapter moves from the general to the more specific. The following 
section examines change and the change process in general terms and is followed 
by a look at the specific change under investigation—active learning. The chapter 
continues with a review of the literature on the context of the university where 
the innovation is being integrated followed by factors that may act on university 
faculty who integrate active learning in their teaching repertoires. The chapter 
concludes with a conceptual framework and summary.  
Change Happens—But How? 
Perhaps because “change” represents a potential threat to security, safety, 
or survival, there is no shortage of books, articles, web-sites, newsletters or 
workshops. Whether it is loss of control or loss of certainty, “change” can conjure 
up images and feelings of excess uncertainty, surprise, shock, being "different," 
loss of face, or concern about future competence. There is surprising uniformity 
in the literature on change. For the purposes of this study and its delimitations, I 
chose conceptualizations of change offered by Lewin (1951), Gardner (2004), and 
Tichy (2002), while acknowledging and integrating the contributions of Rogers 
(1983), Fullan (2003), and Sergiovanni (2000).   
Defining “Change” 
Change is putting a thing in place of something else, to exchange or 
substitute, to make or become different, to alter or vary (Webster, 1958; Oxford, 
1997). To have changed, there must be a difference in present or future behaviour 
(Kirkpatrick, 1994; Gardner, 2004).  Gardner stated that “changes that occur 
‘within the mind’ may be of academic interest, but if they do not result in present 
or future changes of behaviour, then they are not of interest here” (2004, p. 5). 
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Change has occurred when something different is happening than what had 
happened before and this difference is observable. Change is also the process 
through which a person moves from one type of behaviour to another type of 
behaviour that is different from the previous one.  
The Change Process 
Kurt Lewin (1951) offered a basic change model of unfreezing, changing, and 
refreezing. Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) expressed these stages as initiation, 
implementation, and continuation. Rogers’ model (1983) consisted of the five 
stages of (1) becoming aware of the innovation, (2) forming an opinion about it, 
(3) deciding to adopt, (4) integrating the innovation, and (5) deciding whether or 
not to keep the innovation after it has been integrated. Although there are 
variations on the process of organizational change, the stages of disruption, 
reforming, and moving to stasis are consistent. 
There is a tendency for systems—individuals, groups, or organizations—to 
conserve energy by holding fast to rules, norms, and codes, or to a clear and 
stalwart vision of the future. Lewin (1951), who provided much of the 
foundational work for our current understanding of change, offered that a system 
was in a state of equilibrium or non-movement, and would stay that way unless it 
was unfrozen by creating an imbalance in driving and restraining forces. “Driving 
forces” encourage change and “restraining forces” oppose the change. Unfreezing 
the static state of equilibrium is the challenge and hope for change in any system. 
Consequently, the literature tends to focus on unfreezing the “current state” 
because a system only becomes malleable once it begins to thaw. 
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In the equation Change = [D + V + FS] > I, Tichy (2002) indicated that the 
potential for change occurs when the Dissatisfaction with the status quo, a 
compelling Vision of the future, and positive First Steps are greater than Inertia. 
The actual change, doing something differently, occurs in the unfrozen state 
before the system once again seeks stasis or equilibrium, and refreezes. Faculty 
development accessed when the system or situation has thawed may reform the 
replacement behaviour and coaching can help the new behaviour refreeze. Each 
of the three states will be expanded upon in the following sections. 
Unfreezing the Static State 
The forces for change have to be great enough to overcome the desire to 
remain the same. The status quo does not have to be optimal, but the potential 
for change only occurs once the pain of the current situation is too great or the 
potential for benefit is greater than the perceived difficulties in making the 
change (Connor, 1992; Schein, 2004; Tichy, 2002).  There is little impetus for 
individuals to change if their situation is comfortable and things seem to work. 
Only when it becomes apparent that the existing situation is not as effective as it 
could be that change is possible. The initial step in the change process, then, is 
simply to notice and accurately assess the current situation. 
A confluence of factors may be necessary to lead to this stage of awareness.  
Individually, factors may be “necessary but not sufficient” to instigate change 
(Zukav & Francis, 2001). Identifying contributing factors and the point at which 
there is the potential for change is difficult. Certain conditions contribute to this 
tipping point (Gladwell, 2000), or the point at which change occurs. The qualities 
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and characteristics of the innovation and of the individuals making the change 
within their organizational context have an impact on the adoption. 
Changing minds. Gardner (2004) indicated that “it is more difficult to 
change minds when perspectives are strongly held, and publicly, and by 
individuals of rigid temperament” (p. 62). Minds are more easily changed, 
however, when “individuals find themselves in a new environment, surrounded 
by peers of a different persuasion…or when individuals undergo shattering 
experiences…or encounter luminous personalities” (p. 62). Fullan (2003) stated 
that we may assume that the context, or the set of conditions, in which we 
function cannot be easily changed when in fact small changes to the context may 
be easier to make than changing the background of individuals. Given “Change = 
[D + V + FS] > I” (Tichy, 2002), the causes of dissatisfaction, the vision, and the 
positive first steps that faculty took to overcome inertia and change their 
instructional practices are relevant to this study. 
Driving and restraining forces. The desire to change, knowing what 
to do and how to do it, the right climate, and appropriate rewards (Kirkpatrick, 
1994) influence the adoption of an innovation or a change. This section examines 
general driving and restraining forces. 
Various organizers are presented in the literature from which driving and 
restraining forces might be categorized. Lewin’s (1951) categories of driving and 
restraining forces are technological, organizational, external, and internal. The 
technological sources of driving and restraining forces come from knowledge and 
research surrounding the innovation as well as the technical abilities and training 
of those involved in integrating the innovation. Organizational sources are 
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policies, rules, procedures, customs, or regulations that are part of the 
organization. External sources are policies, regulations, laws, and demands that 
originate from outside the system. Internal driving and restraining forces are 
beliefs, attitudes, values, and feelings of the individuals involved with the 
innovation. 
Sergiovanni (2000, p. 162) offered that bureaucratic, personal, market, 
professional forces, cultural, and democratic forces are categories of driving and 
restraining forces. Bureaucratic forces are the rules, mandates, and standards of 
the organization. Personal forces are the personalities, leadership styles, and 
interpersonal skills that impact the innovation. Incentives, individual choice, and 
competition are market forces.  Professional change forces are standards of 
expertise, codes of conduct, collegiality, felt obligations, and other professional 
norms; and cultural change forces are shared values, pedagogical beliefs, 
relationships, and community norms. Democratic forces rest in shared 
commitments to the common good.   
Forming and Freezing the Innovation into Practice 
Faculty can participate in faculty development to keep current with new 
trends, learn new skills, and practice and refine existing skills (D'Eon, Overgaard 
& Harding, 2000; Feist, 2003). As well as providing information about what to 
do and how to do it, faculty development can provide support through the 
transition zone and can help individuals overcome inertia. Participation in faculty 
development may also be a measurable indication of interest and desire. Of 
particular interest in this study are the elements and factors that engage faculty 
in faculty development aimed at instruction as well as those that contribute to 
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disengagement of involvement. Did faculty take advantage of faculty 
development opportunities when integrating active learning in their 
undergraduate classes? What were the factors that swayed their decision to make 
these changes? What helped them implement instructional changes?  
Refreezing the New state with Coaching 
Adler (1982) defined coaching as helping a learner learn a new skill; the 
coach corrects mistakes and works with the learner until the new skill has been 
integrated. Non-evaluative coaching provides support, companionship and 
renewed enthusiasm. Focused on facilitating change and personal development 
(Joyce & Showers, 1982; Menges, 1987; Meyers & Gray, 1996), it is a powerful, 
intense, and personal way of making changes at a fundamental level; transferring 
learning into practice; and solidifying the new practice (Meyers & Gray, 1996; 
Whitworth et al., 1998; Wlodkowski, 2003). Potentially, coaching can change 
time-honored traditional ways of teaching in order to better meet the needs of 
students and to improve the quality of the undergraduate program. Faculty may 
be resistant, however, (Whitworth et al., 1998) and the organization may not be 
hospitable to change (Sunal et al., 2001).   
While more traditional forms of faculty development have more limited 
potentials for promoting change (Billings & Fitzgerald, 2002), coaching has the 
potential to move instruction from didactic to active. In their study of teachers 
integrating a new teaching strategy, Billings and Fitzgerald (2002) found that 
traditional forms of faculty development like workshops were not as effective as 
other forms of faculty development. Like Zull (2002) who found that “doing the 
problem” was a crucial part of learning, Billings and Fitzgerald found that a 
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teacher “doing” the new strategy was important in the learning of it. Workshops 
were too removed from the actual experience of teaching, and, therefore, not as 
valuable or instrumental in changing teaching practices.  
Experts who talk about classroom interactions may not be as helpful to 
teachers as on-the-spot coach-mentors who observe and demonstrate and 
help teachers on a personal level–in their own classrooms with their own 
students–to fine tune the heart of their teaching in detailed ways. (p. 16) 
Coaching resembles peer consultation in academic circles, but differs in 
that peer consultation is generally a single iteration, clinical in its approach, and 
of short duration. Many university teaching centers offer these services to faculty 
members, and all indicated that the consultation is non-evaluative, confidential, 
formative, and intended generally to improve instruction. Print materials from 
The University of Saskatchewan’s Gwenna Moss Teaching and Learning Centre 
state that peer consultations involve an initial exploratory needs-focused meeting 
with a volunteer peer consultant with special training. The peer consultant 
attends a class (with an explanation to students) to observe teaching and to 
gather information. The peer consultant then administers student questionnaire 
and might meet with a group of students to gather more information. The peer 
consultant meets again with the faculty member to discuss findings and prepare a 
confidential report.   
Unlike peer consultation, coaching includes several iterations of such 
activities as one-on-one observation and feedback of teacher’s instructional 
strategies, and learning about new strategies and pedagogy (Neufeld & Roper, 
2003). The “content coach” (Neufeld & Roper, 2003) helps “the learner to do, to 
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go through the right motions, and to organize a sequence of acts in a correct 
fashion” (Adler, 1982, p. 27). Faulty performances are corrected until a measure 
of perfection has been achieved.  
Working with a coach can be helpful when faculty members navigate the 
change process. The coach can act as a guide to the possible difficulties along the 
way. With high degrees of personal investment, developing a coaching 
relationship and making changes to instructional practices are both highly 
charged innovations (Whitworth, Kimsey-House & Sandahl, 1998; O'Neill, 
2000). If "teachers do not feel they are teaching if they are not dispensing 
information" (Panitz, 2003, p. 57), then for them to teach in a way that moves 
from traditional lecturing to a more student-centered approach may be 
addressing bedrock ideas they have about the very nature of teaching. Over and 
above the support offered by a peer consultation, long-term coaching and 
protracted cycles of action research may be needed to actually change 
instructional practices. A relationship between a coach and an instructor may 
develop as they spend the time and space necessary for meaningful and lasting 
change to occur in instructional approaches that may be of benefit to them both. 
As posed by Hanks (as cited in Lave & Wenger, 1991):   
While the apprentice may be the one transformed most dramatically by 
increased participation in a productive process, it is the wider process that 
is the crucial locus and precondition for this transformation. How do the 
masters of apprentices themselves change through acting as co-learners 
and, therefore, how does the skill being mastered change in the process? 
The larger community of practioners reproduces itself through the 
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formation of apprentices, yet it would presumably be transformed as well. 
(p.16)  
In this way, coaching has the potential to be faculty development for both the 
instructor and the coach. This reciprocal arrangement both parties would benefit 
which ultimately benefits the organization as a whole. 
The coaching relationship is dynamic, specific to the needs of the faculty 
member, and has the potential to be iterative and beneficial to both parties. 
Coaching also has the potential to provide the right climate as well as assisting 
the individual learn what to do and how to do it.  
Figure 2.3 summarizes the key dimensions of change addressed in this 
section. 
 Defining “Change” 
 CHANGE 
The Change Process 
• Unfreeze (C = [D+V+S]>I) 
• Form (faculty development)  
• Freeze (coaching) 
  
Figure 2.3.  Key dimensions of change. 
This section defined change and examined the change process with particular 
attention to faculty development and coaching as ways to support sustainable 
change. The following section explores the innovation of active learning.  
“The Good Idea”—Active Learning 
The implementation of any number of “good ideas” in terms of 
instructional strategies or methods could have been used to explore driving and 
restraining forces that act on the implementation of curricular innovations in 
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undergraduate classes. Whatever the innovation, Rogers (1983, 1995) suggested 
that the innovation itself be examined in terms of the relative advantage of the 
innovation over other ideas or current situation; the ease with which it can be 
tried in small ways and modified; compatibility with the existing values, past 
experiences, and the needs of the adopters; whether or not others can observe 
results from using the innovation; and how complex or easy it is to use or 
integrate.  
For the purposes of this particular part of my research agenda, I chose to 
focus on active learning for three reasons: (1) my experiences as an instructor and 
instructional coach; (2) my expertise with active learning and the wide range of 
instructional methods that fall under the umbrella term of active learning; and 
(3) the current popularity of active learning at the post-secondary level.  This 
study used Prince’s (2004) definition of active learning: any activity that includes 
the core elements of active, collaborative, cooperative or problem-based learning 
introduced in the classroom that engages students in their own learning. Case 
studies, simulations, demonstrations, experiments, debates, role play, small 
group discussions, creating visual representations and models, problem solving, 
research and presentations, and games are all examples of active learning.   
Research on active learning in its various forms is considerable and 
singular in its support (Biggs, 1999; Nelson, 2001; Panitz, 2003; Russell, 
Hendricson, & Herbert, 1984; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1994; Wright & O'Neil, 
1994; Zull, 2002). Wright and O’Neil (1994) indicated that “teaching strategies 
and learning tasks used in university classrooms [currently] foster intellectual 
passivity because they focus on presenting knowledge, rather than constructing, 
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analyzing, synthesizing, or evaluating knowledge” (p. 68). Such traditional 
teaching continues to promote an individualistic, competitive environment. 
When we know that active learning (more common in elementary, secondary, 
some post-secondary and adult education) promotes learning through the active 
participation of the learner, it is curious why it is not more widely used in 
undergraduate classes. Smith (2004, p. 31) indicated that “because employing 
this emerging knowledge challenges the historic structure of the universities, we 
ignore it,” and Nelson (1999) went so far as to say that “this raises the question of 
whether it has already become immoral to teach without extensive use of active 
learning techniques that so enhance performance” (p. 172).  
Clearly, using a wide variety of teaching strategies in the classroom 
increases student buy-in and learning (Adler, 1982; Fowler, 2003; Russell, 
Hendricson, & Herbert, 1984; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1994; Wlodkowski, 2003; 
Zull, 2002). Chickering and Gamson’s popular and widely-cited Seven Principles 
of Good Practice (1987) included encouraging cooperation among students, 
making learning more active, and respecting diverse talents and ways of learning. 
Three of their seven principles of good practice are directly addressed by using 
active learning and, not surprisingly, active learning at the post-secondary has 
received increasing attention in the past 15 years. College websites often dedicate 
space to active learning and suggestions on how to use active learning in 
university classes.  
Poindexter (2003) did a basic analysis of ERIC articles related to “higher 
education” and “active learning” to measure the adoption rate of active learning 
in higher education. Although counting articles may not be a definitive 
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assessment of interest and/or implementation, it is one way to assess the current 
state.  Overall, there has been a steady increase in articles related to active 
learning. Although the growth in articles specific to active learning has been 
slight compared to other instructional innovations such as internet use and 
technology integration, there has also been an increase in the number of articles 
related to collaborative and cooperative learning—additional forms of active 
learning. Active learning is definitely finding its way into undergraduate classes—
or at least into the research, literature, and stated desirability.  
The characteristics of the innovation have an impact on the success of its 
implementation (Rogers, 1983; Sanson-Fisher, 2004). For an innovation to take 
hold and become integrated into practice, it needs to be seen as beneficial and 
manageable. The following section explores possible barriers to curricular 
innovation, driving forces to curricular innovation, and the attributes of active 
learning that may effect its implementation. 
Barriers to Curricular Innovation 
Bonwell and Eison (1991), in their oft-cited article Active Learning: 
Creating Excitement in the Classroom, indicated that curricular change in 
particular is often limited by the powerful influence of educational tradition, 
faculty self-perceptions and self-definition of roles, the discomfort and anxiety 
that change creates, and the limited incentives for faculty to change. Other 
potential restraining forces include returning to a place of being a learner and 
personal discomfort, the time and initiative required to make changes in one’s 
signature pedagogy, student resistance to changes in instructional approaches, 
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community norms and values, rewards for research over teaching, and the 
perception of teaching of general (i.e., teaching loads).   
Barriers identified by nursing instructors moving to teaching online 
courses were increased workload; the altered role of the instructors; a lack of 
technical and administrative support; a concern that the quality of the course 
would be reduced; and the negative attitudes of other faculty members about the 
change (Barker, 2003). These barriers were not dissimilar to those found by Shell 
(2001) when she conducted a study of barriers to increased critical thinking 
among nursing students through instructors’ increased use of active learning. She 
found that the greatest barrier perceived by respondents to the survey was the 
students’ resistance to the change. Other barriers were time constraints and 
inability to cover the necessary content. Barriers to implementing active learning 
also include faculty resistance, class time availability, class size, inadequate 
materials and equipment, and lack of teacher preparation time (Bonwell & Eison, 
1991). Michael (2007) identified three main categories of barriers in his study: 
student characteristics or attributes, teacher characteristics or problems that 
directly affect teachers, and pedagogical issues that affect student learning.  
Driving Forces for Curricular Innovation 
Driving forces are conditions that encourage a change. In a study conducted 
on changing how science is taught in higher education, action research and 
incremental change, connection and interaction with others, and administrative 
“presence” were all found to be supportive (Sunal, Hodges, Sunal, & Whitaker, 
2001).  Bok (2003) recommended many driving forces and indicated that each of 
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the incentives may be necessary, but not independently sufficient, to drive a 
change in teaching behaviour:  
Every university has taken some of these steps, but very few have taken all, 
or even nearly all, of them.  Yet it is the cumulative effect of many separate 
measures that can change the incentive structure and gradually alter the 
relative weight given to research and teaching. (p. 184)  
Bok’s recommended driving forces included: rewarding good teaching with prizes 
and awards, publishing survey results of student experiences, emphasizing 
teaching in all appointments and promotions, assessing student learning more 
rigorously, and having all courses and sections evaluated by students. Bok also 
suggested that government agencies and foundations make more money available 
for research and experimentation on ways to improve teaching effectiveness, that 
“opportunities [are provided] for instructors to receive assistance to improve 
their teaching” (p. 183), and that small grants are offered to faculty members who 
wish to try new methods of instruction with the stipulation that project are 
carefully evaluated and the results made public.  
Michael (2007) suggested that faculty development may not be sufficient 
to overcome the barriers identified in his study. He indicated that teaching must 
become a more public enterprise and that was important “to treat teaching like a 
truly scholarly activity” (p. 45). Driving forces identified by Bonwell and Eison 
(1991) were: highlighting the instructional importance of the innovation in 
newsletters and publications, offering workshops that model the strategies they 
are focused on, and including plans for follow-up and support in workshops. 
Michael (2007) and Bonwell and Eison (1991) did not recommend on-site 
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instructional coaching or supportive communities of practice. However, they 
indicated that administrators should recognize and reward instructional 
innovation, and provide adequate resources, supportive policy and strategic 
administrative action plans. Bonwell and Eison (1991) also suggested that faculty 
start small with strategies that are comfortable and low-risk. Faculty could 
choose activities that are short, structured, and carefully planned, and begin with 
“subject matter that is neither too abstract nor too controversial, and familiar to 
both the faculty member and the students” (p. 4).  
Active Learning as a “Good Idea” 
It is more difficult to implement an innovation that is perceived to be too 
complex or too different from other methods currently being used than it is to 
implement an innovation that is simple and a “fit” with the existing paradigm 
(Rogers, 1983, 1995). Individuals implementing the innovation are more likely to 
do so if they perceive the innovation to be worthwhile and “better” than what is 
currently in place. If current methods are “working” and the results are positive, 
individuals are less likely to implement the innovation than if they feel that 
current methods are not working.   
The following sections examine active learning in terms of its relative 
advantage over other methods, its trial-ability, how compatible it is with the 
current strategies being used, how easy it is to observe the effects of active 
learning,  and its complexity. 
The Advantages of Active Learning 
There is compelling evidence in a growing body of research that indicates 
that there are clear advantages to incorporating active learning. Prince (2004) in 
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his meta-review of the research on active learning found support for all forms of 
active learning examined. Some of the findings, such as the benefits of student 
engagement, are not controversial, although the magnitude of improvements 
resulting from active engagement methods may be surprising.  
Although the traditional lecture is not ineffective, active involvement in 
the learning process is beneficial to students in a variety of ways (Terenzini & 
Pascarella, 1994, Mills, 2003) including improving understanding and learning 
(Dunne & Brooks, 2004;  Kanthan & Mills, 2005; Saxena & Mills, in press; 
Svinicki, 2004); promoting concept formation (Schwartz, 1999); as a way to 
discover misconceptions (Svinicki, 2004); increasing student motivation 
(Bransford, Brown & Cocking, 2000; Kanthan & Mills, 2005, 2005b, 2007); and 
fostering critical thinking, attitudes, values, and communication and cooperation 
skills (Bligh, 2000b; Saxena & Mills, in press). Using active learning reduces the 
amount of content addressed in a given period thereby increasing retention 
(Russell, Hendricson, & Herbert, 1984). Active learning addresses a wider range 
of objectives over and above the transfer of content from instructor to student. 
"Without discussion, they may be memorizing machines, able to pass quizzes or 
examinations.  But probe their minds and you will find what they know by 
memory they do not understand" (Adler, 1982, p. 32). Studies consistently 
indicated that active learning increased student participation, and learning and 
participation are inseparable (Wlodkowski (2003). It is only in the actual doing 
that one discovers if in fact one can (Zull, 2002). Through active learning, 
students actually “do.” In response to findings such as these, to achieve a 
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standard of teaching excellence it may be necessary to incorporate active learning 
strategies (Fowler, 2003).     
Trial-ability of Active Learning 
It is important that initial trials with the innovation be positive (Tichy, 
2002).  Smith, Sheppard, Johnson, and Johnson (2005) indicated that forms of 
active learning such as cooperative learning and problem-based learning may not 
be widely practiced because they are difficult to design, integrate and manage, 
and faculty may not have experienced them as students. However, some forms of 
active learning such as short discussions with a partner can be easily 
incorporated into traditional lectures. McManus (2005) explained that he began 
changing his teaching in small ways by adding reflective comments on his lecture 
notes. He then made incremental adjustments to his teaching based on these 
reflections. Over time he gradually moved from small changes in his lectures, like 
including a weekly problem and adjusting course content, to structuring the class 
around cooperative learning. Small, comfortable additions to existing teaching 
methods were also recommended by Bonwell and Eison (1991). When there are 
small successes at the outset, then the implementing the innovation may seem 
more manageable. 
Compatibility of Active Learning with other Methods 
By making gradual and incremental changes, active learning can be 
compatible with currently-used instructional methods (Bonwell & Eison, 1991; 
McManus, 2005). Some elements can be easily incorporated into the traditional 
lecture format. However, if there is concern about covering the content (Nelson, 
2001), then time not spent transmitting content to students may be interpreted 
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as a waste of time, and not recognized as teaching by instructors or students 
which may also raise student anxiety. Students’ involvement with instruction is 
often driven by the need to pass the exam (Biggs, 1999).   
Observing the Effects of Active Learning 
Research indicates that active learning has “attracted strong advocates 
among faculty looking for alternatives to traditional teaching methods, while 
skeptical faculty regard active learning as another in a long line of educational 
fads”(Prince, 2004, p. 223). Staff and student responses have an impact on the 
implementation of active learning. Are the advantages of using active learning 
strong enough given that traditional university lectures are familiar and 
comfortable to both faculty and students? More rigorous research that provides 
an irrefutable rationale may guide faculty towards active learning in their 
teaching. Further, faculty may be reassured in their risk-taking if more research 
supports the inclusion of active learning. 
Students are not always pleased about active learning or other innovative 
methods being incorporated in their university classes. In her study of the 
implementation of new teaching strategies in an undergraduate nursing program, 
Shell (2001) found that students were sometimes resistant to instructional 
changes which was especially true when the change demanded more student 
participation than the traditional lecture (Panitz, 2003). Anything other than 
lecture may not be seen as serious teaching (Panitz, 2003) and may hinder the 
involvement of students in their own learning as well as discouraging faculty in 
incorporating active learning. 
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The Complexity of Active Learning 
The more complex an innovation is perceived to be, the less likely 
adoption will occur (Rogers, 1995).  Active learning may appear complex because 
so many dimensions or facets are associated with this approach. There are a wide 
variety of strategies and approaches that can be named as active learning and this 
may contribute to its perceived complexity (Prince, 2004). Schwartz (2004) 
indicated that too many choices and too many decisions can be intimidating. 
Poindexter (2003) hypothesized that active learning may be too different from 
more traditional forms of instruction to be readily adopted, but that the 
principles of active learning may be integrated implicitly. Some forms of active 
learning, such as cooperative learning and problem-based learning, may not be 
widely practiced because of their complexity (Smith et al., 2005). 
Implementation may be perceived to be difficult by faculty who lack familiarity 
with active learning and support as they change their instructional practices.  
This section examined the innovation of active learning in terms of the 
apparent advantage of active learning as an innovation, and its trial-ability, 
compatibility, observability and complexity (Figure 2.3.).  
 37
   
• What is its relative 





  • How compatible is it with 
currently used methods? ACTIVE 
LEARNING  
• How complex is it to learn?  
 
• Can it be easily tried? 
 
• Are the results observable? 
 
Figure 2.3.  Active Learning as an innovation (after Rogers, 1983). 
The following section examines the context in which the innovation is being 
implemented. 
“The Context”—The University 
This section will explore three aspects of the university’s context that may 
impact the integration of active learning in undergraduate classes: (1) the societal 
context including the history of the university, scholarship in the university 
setting, and the university in the market place; (2) the organizational context 
that includes policy regarding teaching, how rewards are distributed and for what 
they are distributed, and faculty development; and (3) the interpersonal context 
and influence of peers and students regarding teaching in general and active 
learning in particular. 
Societal Context 
The university is affected by current conditions as well as by its 
foundational history. This section explores the contextual history, “scholarship” 
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as defined by Ernest Boyer (1990), and the impact of the marketplace on the 
university. 
History of the University 
Autonomy to pursue knowledge free from outside secular or governmental 
influences, peer review, and the relationship between teaching and research may 
have an impact on the implementation of curricular innovations. Today’s 
universities are rooted in the Prussian invention of Wilhelm von Humboldt. 
Restructured the initially-monastic institutions to provide for free inquiry 
separate from church or state around the turn of the 19th century,   “colleagues, 
presumed to be well-informed and driven by the quest for knowledge (rather 
than by Church authorities or political leaders), were empowered to regulate each 
other’s intellectual activities” (Greenwood & Levin, 2000, p. 87). Peer review 
replaced review and control by the church or state.  
In addition, von Humboldt’s university related research and teaching. In 
1852, Henry Newman (Thelin, 2004) indicated that the university was a place of 
teaching universal knowledge which implied that the main objective of the 
university was the diffusion and extension of knowledge rather than its 
advancement. If indeed, the main purpose of the university was the extension of 
knowledge, there would be no need to involve students.  
Scholarship in the University Setting 
 
Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professoriate, written by 
Ernest Boyer (1990) the then-president of the Carnegie foundation, was 
published by The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. This 
thin document set out a brief history of the university and recommended that the 
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scholarships of teaching, discovery, integration, and application be equally 
valued. Boyer’s writing spread through the North American academic community 
through the 1990s. The amount of literature dedicated to the topic increased and 
many North American universities heeded Boyer's ideas in some form or another. 
Teaching and learning centers were established and Boyer’s ideas were used as a 
basis for revising mission statements as well as directing faculty development 
initiatives, and decision-making about promotion and tenure. The University of 
Saskatchewan was no exception.  To improve the quality of instruction, as stated 
in the Mission Statement of the University of Saskatchewan (1993) and A 
Framework for Planning at the University of Saskatchewan (1998), the 
University of Saskatchewan established the Gwenna Moss Teaching and Learning 
Centre in 2001. 
Boyer’s model of scholarship. In addition to defining, or redefining 
scholarship in the university setting, Boyer’s model of scholarship offered a way 
to restore balance in the teaching/research dilemma by linking good teaching and 
research. According to Boyer (1990) there was a shift in emphasis from teaching 
to service to the current emphasis on research. Boyer (1990) asserted that there 
are basically four aspects of the professor's role: discovery, integration, 
application, and teaching.  Ideally, these would be individually dynamic while 
informing one another.  However research, teaching, and service do not overlap 
as much as might be hoped (Miller & Anderson, 2002) nor do teaching and 
research mutually reinforce each other (Marsh & Hattie, 2002). A closer 
examination of each of these categories will help to show both the impact on the 
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decisions faculty members make about how they spend their time and the impact 
on curricular innovation. 
 The scholarship of discovery, the emphasis in today's university 
community, is research and investigation.  In addition to peer reviewed articles, 
the scholarship of discovery is evidenced in producing textbooks, contributing to 
popular writing, writing software programs, producing television programs, 
developing new courses, or making curricular innovations. Apart from discipline-
specific offerings, faculty development in this area includes writing workshops 
and assistance in course development, round table discussions, and support 
meetings to share progress and tips. 
 The scholarship of integration validates the importance of synthesizing, 
giving meaning to isolated facts, putting the facts into perspective and a larger 
context, and doing a critical analysis.  Boyer (1990) indicated that integration can 
also be interdisciplinary, moving across academic departments, and that new 
knowledge without the analysis is less than it can be.  There is a role for those 
who can integrate, synthesize, and connect knowledge.  Popular writing, journal 
articles, books, textbooks, conference presentations are all forums for sharing the 
scholarship of integration as well as areas for development. 
 Connecting information to real problems that exist in the community and 
the practical application of knowledge is the scholarship of application. Service is 
one of its aspects but "to be considered scholarship, service activities [of 
application] must be tied directly to one's special field of knowledge and relate to 
and flow directly out of this professional activity" (Boyer, 1990, p. 22).  In this 
aspect of scholarship, theory and practice interact and inform one another. 
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Evidence of the scholarship of application is manifested through consultations, 
policy analysis, program evaluation, and providing technical assistance.  Faculty 
might welcome development that focuses on the processes of consulting, analysis, 
evaluation, and collegial cooperation and collaboration. 
Teaching, which encompasses the other three elements and may therefore 
be the highest form of scholarship, is about sharing the knowledge gained 
through the other forms of scholarship as well as getting new ideas and learning 
from students to inform further research.  For teaching to be "scholarly," the 
teacher must be knowledgeable, current, and well-informed in his or her area. 
Like the Commission of Inquiry on Canadian University Education (Smith, 
1991), Boyer (1990) made the point that "inspired teaching keeps the flame of 
scholarship alive" (p. 24). Development in this area may include on-site 
assistance and modeling of various teaching methods in addition to workshops 
on questioning, evaluation, instructional methods, management, planning, and 
climate. 
Tensions of Scholarship 
A 1986 survey of Canadian faculty indicated that faculty members realized 
that “in decisions regarding tenure, teaching receives too little weight and 
scholarly activity too much” while at the same time “almost 9 out 10 [faculty 
members]…indicated that being a good teacher was important to them 
personally, and that they accepted the obligation to teach well” (Smith, 1991, p. 
38).  However, “less than a quarter of faculty read articles or books on teaching, 
less than a fifth attend workshops or seminars on teaching, and less than 10% 
asked fellow faculty to observe their teaching” (Olsen & Simmons, 1994, p. 249).  
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There seemed to be a tension between stated values about the importance of 
teaching and actions taken to address that importance (Bruhn, Zajac, Al-Kazemi, 
& Prescott, 2002; Sandy, Meyer, Goodnough, & Rogers, 2000; Shea & Knoedler, 
1994; Shell, 2001).   
In 1991, The Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada (AUCC) 
commissioned a report on the current state of Canadian universities (Smith, 
1991). The Commission was “deeply concerned that a trend from the United 
States has been imported into Canada, namely a situation where the quantity of 
research publications is more important to the careers of university professors 
than is the excellence of their teaching” (Smith, p. 31). Canadians believed that 
universities are “institutions of teaching and learning wherein research is 
performed and wherein the teaching is done by persons who are engaged in 
scholarly activities,” said Smith (p. 31).  The Commission was concerned with the 
unconscious message of witnesses who spoke repeatedly of research 
“opportunities” and teaching “loads.”  “Publish or perish” was already more of a 
reality than one might have liked to admit.  
So what drives today’s institution—research or teaching—or both? While it 
may be stated in policy documents, goals, and mission statements that research 
and teaching are equal, the vernacular suggests differently.  There would most 
likely be little argument that the current emphasis is on research and publication. 
Smith (1991) indicated that: 
In general it seems fair to say that, while a truly terrible teacher, with 
average research ability, will not be promoted, the same terrible teacher, 
with excellent research publications to his or her credit, will be.  On the 
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other hand, the best teacher in the world, given a poor or non-existent 
research record has little or no chance of promotion at most research-
intensive universities. (p. 42) 
Overall, “few knowledgeable observers would deny that research universities 
rarely insist on the best possible teaching or make a sustained and systematic 
effort to improve their educational programs” (Bok, 2003, p. 160). Although 
there is substantial pressure on academics to secure grants and research funding, 
in the past number of years, the importance of good teaching in the university 
setting has been highlighted by citizens, parents, students, and academics 
interested in teaching. 
Balancing acts. Although research and teaching are often in 
competition time, rewards, and resources, some colleges are able to balance high 
goals in both areas. Austin and Chang (1995) discovered that, at colleges scoring 
high in both the dimensions of teaching and research, “faculty [at high-high 
institutions] apparently use their interest and engagement in research to enhance 
the undergraduate teaching-learning process”, and that “the major limiting 
factors, it would seem, [for why all colleges are not this way] are institutional will, 
policy, and tradition” (p. 49). Specifically, they found that at these colleges 
resources invested in students almost doubled those spent elsewhere. Students, 
from higher socioeconomic classes, had higher Standard Achievement Test (SAT) 
scores but were less competitive academically, were more “radical,” and there was 
greater student/faculty contact time; and curriculum and faculty were innovative. 
Faculty members at these colleges were more likely to team-teach and interact 
across disciplines, place value on teaching the classics of Western civilization, 
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teach interdisciplinary and general education courses, and have more flexible 
curricular requirements. They also tended to incorporate information relating to 
race and gender, personalize and individualize, give essay exams over multiple 
choice exams and written evaluations over grades, require students to submit 
multiple drafts of writing, and hold freshman seminars and senior projects.  
Austin and Chang (1995) provided concrete examples of how both research 
and teaching can be high on a college’s or university’s agenda. Smaller colleges 
may balance research and teaching by rewarding good teaching. Good teaching 
may be more easily defined, spotted, and rewarded in these settings (Smith, 
1991).  
Good teaching.  Current research on learning that indicates that using a 
wide variety of teaching strategies in the classroom increases student buy-in and 
learning (Adler, 1982; Fowler, 2003; Russell, Hendricson, & Herbert, 1984; 
Terenzini & Pascarella, 1994; Wlodkowski, 2003; Zull, 2002). There is a fair 
degree of uniformity on what constitutes “good teaching” in university 
classrooms that might influence the implementation of curricular innovations. 
The findings of Austin and Chang (1995) were similar to the seven principles of 
good practice offered by Chickering and Gamson (1987). The Seven Principles of 
Good Practice of Chickering and Gamson (1987) are: (1) encourage student--
faculty contact, (2) encourage cooperation among students, (3) make learning 
more active, (4) give prompt feedback, (5) emphasize time on task, (6) 
communicate high expectations; and (7) respect diverse talents and ways of 
learning. These principles have been widely adopted in North American 
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universities, including the Gwenna Moss Centre at the University of 
Saskatchewan. 
In the Marketplace  
Students, and in some cases their parents, are shopping for a quality 
education. Instruction may be one variable in the competition for students 
(Poindexter, 2003). By incorporating active learning, universities might better 
meet the learning needs of the increasingly diverse student body attending 
today’s universities; increased student satisfaction is vital for student 
recruitment. Like many other North American universities, at the University of 
Saskatchewan the emphasis on teaching is evidenced broadly in the Mission 
Statement, A Framework for Planning, and the newly-released foundational 
document on teaching and learning. In addition, exemplary teaching awards have 
increased, the Gwenna Moss Teaching and Learning Center has been established, 
and regular faculty development sessions on teaching are offered.  
As indicated in Framework for Student Evaluation of Teaching at the 
University of Saskatchewan (The University of Saskatchewan, 2004), students 
want accessibility to summaries of student evaluations of instructors to help 
inform their choice of classes—and universities. When students are apprised of 
the quality of the teaching at a university, they are able to make educational 
choices based on the quality of instruction they might receive. By publishing 
rankings of innovative instruction, the profile and importance of quality 
instruction in primarily research-driven institutions may be raised. In Canada, 
McLean’s Magazine publishes university rankings that might impact the 
perceptions of students and their parents about the quality of Canadian 
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universities. Universities might want to raise their ranking by improving 
instruction.   
This section provided an overview of the literature regarding contextual 
influences of university traditions and history, the university in the marketplace, 
and the influence of traditions and commerce on “good teaching” and 
scholarship. The next section examines the context in which faculty operate in 
their immediate surroundings on a day-to-day basis and the possible influences 
of organizational policy, rewards, and faculty development on curricular 
innovation.  
Organizational Context 
 The context, or organizational climate, may have an effect on the 
implementation of an innovation. Policy has the power to create organizational 
climates that prevent, discourage, are neutral, encourage, or require curricular 
innovation (Kirkpatrick, 1994). Policy also structures rewards, faculty 
development, and resource allotments and allocations. Organizational policy, 
therefore, has the power to influence the context and, in turn, influence an 
individual’s choices regarding curricular innovation. This section examines 
policy, rewards, and faculty development related to the integration of active 
learning in undergraduate classes.  
Policy Sets Direction and Shapes Experience 
Jenkins (as cited in Howlett & Ramesh, 2003) defined policy as “a set of 
interrelated decisions taken by a political actor or group of actors concerning the 
selection of goals and the means of achieving them within specified situation 
where those decisions should, in principle, be within the power of those actors to 
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achieve” (p. 6). Organizational policy-making frames problems and addresses 
needs. In addition to being a vehicle for resolving issues, influencing 
organizations, distributing resources, and allocating values (Malen, 2000), policy 
directs organizational action. Policy is “a major guideline for future discretionary 
action” and “is generalized, philosophically based, and implies an intention and 
pattern for taking action” (Stringham, as cited in Caldwell & Tymko, 1990, p. 19). 
Good policy can foster positive climate and reflect cooperatively-developed 
community expectations (Caldwell & Tymko, 1990).  Darling-Hammond (1998) 
indicated that “policymakers who want teachers to succeed at new kinds of 
teaching must understand that the process of change requires time and 
opportunities for teachers to reconstruct their practice through intensive study 
and experimentation” (p. 654).  
Policy aligns the reward structure of the organization (Miller & Anderson, 
2002).  Crucial encouragement lies in the attitudes conveyed throughout the 
organization by formal and informal leaders (Massey, Wilger & Colbeck, 1994; 
Probst, 2003; Wenger, 1998). Modeling positive attitudes, optimizing 
participation, setting clear direction, and providing the opportunity for a 
collaborative process for the development and implementation of the policy can 
optimize the potential for the implementation of policy (Darling-Hammond, 
1998). Policy that directs action and effectively encourages participation provides 
clear direction and creates a supportive climate for professional growth and 
development. Policy that supports change creates extensive collaborative learning 
opportunities, allows for engagement in the development of the changes, and 
recognizes the need for simultaneous change throughout the organization to 
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bring all aspects into alignment. Effective policy development acknowledges 
external standards and the autonomy of those involved in the change (Darling-
Hammond, 1998).   
Like policy, reification (Wenger, 1998) shapes experience. Reification is 
the process by which understanding is given a form that can then be used to focus 
common understandings and direction as well as providing a focus for 
negotiation and a tool for action. It is the "process of giving form to our 
experience by producing objects that congeal this experience into ‘thingness'" 
(Wenger, 1998, p. 58); "reification shapes our experience" (Wenger, 1998, p. 59).  
It could be said that the negotiation of community beliefs to develop policy is a 
process of reification which in turn supports desired change. Darling-Hammond 
(1998) indicated that "neither a heavy-handed view of top-down reform nor a 
romantic vision of bottom-up change is plausible" and "that policy makers need 
to understand that policy is not so much integrated as it is reinvented at each 
level of the system" (p. 646).  The reinvention and reification of policy has the 
potential to be a dynamic way to activate policy. 
Rewards Encourage Action 
Although rewards for behaviour tend to increase the behaviour initially, 
rewards reduce internal motivation and creativity (Kohn, 1987) offering short 
term gain with long term loss. However, incentives and rewards are generally 
considered to be motivating (Poindexter, 2003; Cottrell, 2001). Personal feelings 
of satisfaction, pride, achievement, and happiness are intrinsic rewards; and 
praise, increased freedom and empowerment, and pay increases are extrinsic 
rewards (Kirkpatrick, 1994). However, if the organization offers rewards that do 
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not reinforce stated objectives, values, or goals, members of the organization can 
feel torn in the actions they take (Miller & Anderson, 2002; Probst, 2003; 
Wenger, 1998).   
The recognition and support of the intrinsic motivation of the 
professoriate is delicate and rich. Individual passions need to be respected, 
recognized, celebrated, and supported. Scholarly activity that goes unrecognized, 
is maligned by colleagues, or is not supported by administrators is demoralizing 
for faculty. Collegial and administrative support is critical (Larson, 2002; Probst, 
2003; Wlodkowski, 2003). Organizational rewards, and recognition as a kind of 
reward, impact how faculty members choose to spend their time. For example, 
faculty perspectives regarding faculty development on active learning are, at least 
in part, determined by the value placed on these various components by the 
organization (Miller & Anderson, 2002). Boyer (1990) pointed out that, over the 
past number of years, publications and research have become the primary ways 
for faculty to advance in the university system. His model of scholarship offered 
more areas in which faculty could be recognized for their work. To only recognize 
and reward one part of the professorial role does a great disservice to the entire 
institution and may also devalue the wide range of activities in which faculty 
engage. 
Jensen (2000) pointed out that "we pretend that anything we do not 
understand—anything that cannot be measured, quantified and controlled—does 
not exist" (p. 6). It may be that measuring teacher effectiveness is more complex 
and difficult than tallying peer reviewed articles. Bok (2003) indicated that “one 
reason that so many professors have emphasized research over teaching is that 
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research results can be widely read in the outside world, bringing prizes, fame, 
consulting opportunities, job offers, and many other rewards not available to the 
successful teacher, whose talents are seldom known beyond the campus” (p. 93).  
Teaching may be increasingly accessed beyond the campus with on-line courses 
and the internet; one’s teaching may have a wide and more far-ranging audience 
as it is more accessible to a larger number of students.  
 The emphasis on only one way of being recognized and gaining status in 
the field could limit potential and enthusiasm. For example, The University of 
Saskatchewan (2002) offers seven categories under which a candidate for tenure 
or promotion is to be evaluated, and because there is the potential for evaluation 
and promotion in these areas, these areas are also appropriate and worthwhile to 
consider for faculty development by faculty.  According to Miller and Anderson 
(2002), faculty members get confused when the stated values are not rewarded 
by the institution, and may still feel that the way to fully participate and benefit in 
the academic system is through research and publications. 
Faculty Development Supports Action 
Policy directs action. Rewards encourage action. Faculty development 
supports action and can further policy and reification. Policy can create space for 
engaging in faculty development that is meaningful and relevant (Miller & 
Anderson, 2002), and supports the implementation of policy.  Undoubtedly, 
faculty development is important for creating vitality and enthusiasm, building a 
sense of positive community and collegiality, and keeping faculty current. Faculty 
development is most beneficial when it is timely, directly relevant to individual 
needs, easily accessed, and supported by organizational leaders (Feist, 2003; 
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Sandy, Meyer, Goodnough & Rogers, 2000). When faculty members can see that 
faculty development meets their needs in a timely fashion they are more likely to 
participate (Pendleton, 2002). In the academic community, "meaningful" faculty 
development may be highly individualistic, and, because of discipline 
specialization, role diversity and specificity, career and life stages, and 
organizational requirements, faculty development offerings may not meet 
individual or collective needs at any one particular time (Darling-Hammond, 
1998; Massy, Wilger & Colbeck, 1994; Pendleton, 2002).     
The scholarship of teaching (Boyer, 1990) is a component of the 
professor's role that is common to most faculty members, cuts across disciplines, 
and is the juncture where the other scholarships integrate. Given the diverse and 
changing needs of faculty members, it may be that meaningful faculty 
development targets processes like research, report writing, consulting, teaching, 
evaluating, or proposal writing. These activities may be more appropriate to 
highlight at the campus level than specialized content areas. The interpersonal 
components of faculty development include the development of team and the 
sense of community, both of which will be explored in the following section. 
Interpersonal Context 
Interpersonal relationships have an effect on the overall context. This 
section considers the influence of peers and students on faculty as it pertains to 
curricular decision-making.  
The Influence of Peers and Community  
Individuals shape the community they are a part of and are shaped by that 
same community; such delicate subtle shaping occurs over time through shared 
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interests, experiences, and interactions. Although tenured faculty are fairly 
autonomous and may not always have many shared interests with colleagues, 
they are not immune to the influence of the context or "community" in which 
they participate. Not being discipline-specific, teaching is one area that 
professors have in common. As such, teaching has the potential to be a shared 
interest around which “communities of practice” can form.  
Defining communities of practice. “Communities of practice” are 
groups that develop over time through sharing practices from which they both 
contribute to and learn from and, in turn, are shaped by these practices as is the 
community of which they are a part (Wenger, 1998). Individuals function as 
members of many communities of practice at any given time and participate on 
many different levels in these communities (Wenger, 1998). In some cases 
"communities of practice" form naturally on some levels and not so naturally on 
others.  For example, faculty development activities are chances for community, 
and communities of practice, to develop (Feist, 2003; Massey, Wilger & Colbeck, 
1994; Wenger, 1998). It is helpful to understand how and what people engage in 
communities of practice. Wenger (1998) offers three distinct modes of belonging 
to community: engagement, imagination, and alignment. 
Engagement is the active involvement in mutual processes of negotiating 
meaning. By that involvement, individuals both shape and are shaped through 
on-going negotiation. Imagination involves creating images of the world and 
seeing connections through time and space by extrapolating from individual and 
collective experiences. This shared potential or vision is a powerful uniting force.  
Alignment occurs through coordinating energy and activities to fit within broader 
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structures and contribute to a broader experience; individuals become part of 
something greater by playing a part in the grander scheme. Individual power is 
amplified by this alignment, but it can also be disempowering or blinding.  
 Support with communities of practice. There are several ways to 
support communities of practice and faculty development that supports 
instructional innovation. Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder (2002) provided 
several principles to guide, with a light hand, the "natural, spontaneous, and self-
directed" (p. 51) development of communities of practice. These authors 
suggested that it is important to build on existing networks as much as possible 
and to value the unique perspectives of insiders and outsiders which can combine 
synergistically, and to develop both public and private community spaces that 
allow for different types of interactions. It is also important to invite individuals 
to participate at different levels, knowing that it is fine to participate at different 
levels at different times. The full value of a community might only become 
apparent over time, so it is important to focus on both the easily identified 
immediate value as well as subtle long term benefits.   
To keep interest in the community high and the heart of the community 
pumping with regularity and strength it is best to combine familiarity and routine 
with excitement (Wenger, McDermott, and Snyder, 2002). Timely and 
meaningful faculty development opportunities which consider, not only 
individual faculty development needs, but the ways in which engagement in 
faculty development activities can contribute to the development of community 
and the overall vision of the institution at its various levels contribute to this 
community strength and vitality. For faculty members to become involved, they 
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must see tangible and immediate benefits (Feist, 2003; Wenger, 1998; 
Wlodkowski, 2003). Further, "if it is not clear how members benefit directly from 
participation, the community will not thrive because the members will not invest 
themselves in it" (Wenger, McDermott & Snyder, 2002, p. 17). Participation in 
faculty development may not be an organizational norm.  
Barriers to communities of practice. There are barriers to getting 
involved in faculty development that focuses on improving student learning 
(Massy, Wilger & Colbeck, 1994; Miller & Anderson, 2002); the reasons for non-
participation and a lack of enthusiasm are varied. Lack of participation may be 
due to role complexity or lack of meaning for individual faculty members. 
Professional and personal autonomy, and discipline specialization may be 
barriers. Shifting faculty demographics may also have implications for groups 
and alliances that form within the organization. Peer groups are shifting as 
faculty demographics change; Poindexter (2003) suggested that the baby boomer 
generation is being replaced by more adventuresome and relaxed “GenXers.”  
The isolation and fragmented communication among autonomous and 
specialized faculty members can be a barrier. Competition for resources, an 
emphasis on research, and conflicting messages given by the reward structures 
may also be barriers to involvement in faculty development.  
Miller and Anderson (2002) found to “gain a better understanding of the 
persistent gap between what should exist with faculty work and reward, and what 
does exist” (p. 1), that the highly competitive nature of the promotion system is 
another complication to developing communities of practice. Increasingly groups 
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have been recognized and rewarded by receiving grants, a prestigious and highly 
recognized form of reward that may lead to individual advancements as well.  
The challenge lies in helping faculty members understand that they can be 
members of several different communities of practice at the same time without 
losing the identity that comes from being a member of one group while becoming 
a member of another. To no lesser extent, there is the problem of how teaching is 
valued within the organization. Engaging faculty in faculty development might be 
important to the organizational health, but might not be perceived as meaningful 
and timely to individuals in a complex, multi-faceted situation, and the possible 
solutions are no less complex and multi-faceted.   
In summary, peers can be supportive or non-supportive, inclusive or 
excluding depending on perceptions about competition, teaching, and 
allegiances. Peer communities of practice that develop through shared faculty 
development experiences may have the potential to support instructional 
innovation.   
The Influence of Students  
Student characteristics and needs are changing, but it may be that student 
expectations about instruction and what good teaching looks like are not. This 
section examines changing characteristics, student expectations, and resistance 
to active engagement that is in conflict with expectations. 
 Smith (2004, p. 30) indicated that students are “becoming more diverse 
in ethnic background, age, and participation patterns.” According to Fowler 
(2003), the postmodern generation wants fun, power in their own hands, clear 
expectations and explanations, personal rapport with their instructors, honesty, 
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and uninhibited use of technology. Poindexter (2004) pointed out that the 
Millennial Generation (Howe & Strauss, 2000) has been coming into universities 
since 2000. These students are more self-confident and have strong collaborative 
and technology skills. The situation becomes complex when “post-modern” meets 
“modern” in the university classroom (Schon, 1983) with the difference in 
generations of faculty and students. Generally, university classes have a texture 
that is familiar and comfortable for both students and instructors, and there is 
tension when what a student expects does not occur.  
Signature pedagogy and student expectations. “Signature 
pedagogies” are characteristic forms of teaching and learning that organize and 
prepare future practitioners for their professional work (Schulman, 2005). A 
signature pedagogy is “a set of assumptions about how best to impart a certain 
body of knowledge and know-how. It has an “implicit structure, a moral 
dimension that comprises a set of beliefs about professional attitudes, values, and 
dispositions” (Schulman, 2005, p. 55). Inextricably linked with a particular 
profession, it is the way of teaching that is distinctive to that profession as well as 
pervasive within the curriculum and across similar institutions as elements of 
instruction and socialization (Schulman, 2005). Medical students expect clinical 
rounds and law students expect case discussions. Traditional lectures and 
“signature pedagogies” of professional colleges provide consistency and routine 
to faculty and students.  
It is not surprising, then, to find that students are not pleased if their 
expected routines are upset by active learning or other innovative teaching 
methods. For example, in her study of the implementation of new teaching 
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strategies in an undergraduate nursing program, Shell (2001) found that students 
were sometimes resistant to instructional changes—especially when the change 
demanded more active participation on their part. Indeed "students may feel that 
the lecture method is ‘easier' because they are passive during class while 
apparently receiving the necessary information… interactive classes are very 
intense" (Panitz, 2003, p. 56). Shulman (2005) indicated that high levels of 
engagement might make students visible and personally accountable which can 
be stressful for some. In addition, anything other than lecture might not be seen 
as serious teaching (Panitz, 2003) which might actually hinder the involvement 
of students in their own learning. It might also be off-putting to faculty when 
students resist the integration of more active forms of learning in their classes 
when they expect the signature pedagogy of their discipline. 
This section examined the societal, organizational, and interpersonal 
contextual elements as outlined in Figure 2.4. 
Societal Context  
• History THE 











Figure 2. 4. Contextual elements.  
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The following section examines the individual in the context described in 
the previous section along with the various elements at play with the 
professoriate: roles, values and beliefs, career and life stages, professional goals, 
and resonance with active learning. 
“The Person”—University Faculty 
University faculty make curricular choices either by default—teaching how 
they were taught—or consciously by reflecting on student needs and adjusting to 
meet these needs. The complexity of professorial roles, career profiles, goals, life 
stages (Boyer, 1990), personal values and beliefs about teaching and instruction, 
and the resonance of instructional methods with all the previous aspects make for 
a complex dynamic. Although these are artificial constructs teased apart for ease 
of exploration for our purposes, they are noteworthy and might influence on 
curricular decision-making. In the following section each of these aspects will be 
examined separately.  
Professorial Roles  
The role of "professor” is actually several roles: discovery, integration, 
application, and teaching. These four aspects of the professor's role are, 
according to Boyer (1990), independently dynamic while informing each other. 
Even with faculty development, an aspect of academic life that might seem 
straightforward, the complex nature of the professorial role is reflected as the 
question is raised regarding which part of the professor’s professional role is 
being developed at any particular time. Faculty development addresses personal, 
interpersonal, unit, and organizational needs and goals as well as addressing 
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individual disciplines and teaching. How does one decide how to spend one’s 
time and resources when one’s role has so many aspects?  
Certainly the goals and policy of the organization impact how time is 
allocated, and what is rewarded often receives greater resource allocation. This 
complexity puts university faculty in the unique position of making choices about 
allocating their time. The role, or roles, that individuals identify with is the one 
into which they will put their energy. Personal and professional identity is 
connected to that with which individuals associate. Associating with being a 
“teacher” might be a hurdle that is subconsciously insurmountable for an 
individual who has as a first role his or her discipline. For example, those who 
went into medicine generally would have identified with "doctor/researcher" as 
their primary role with "teacher of medicine" perhaps being a secondary role.  
Career Profiles and Goals 
Faculty members might have different priorities and goals at different 
stages of their careers. They might also contribute expertise and experiences 
differently at different stages in their careers. Boyer (1990) indicated a 
"traditional" profile of 50% teaching and 50% research which might shift over 
time. Changing career profiles and goals might impact curricular innovation. As 
faculty recalibrate focus with shifting priorities, emphasis on research, teaching, 
service, and administration might change over the arc of a career. A new faculty 
member might contribute differently than a faculty member at more advanced 
career stage. The needs and aspirations of a new faculty member might also 
impact on risk-taking in curricular innovation.  
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Stages of Life 
Career stages and life stages overlap. This section explores stages one 
travels through in life. In The Stages of Life, an essay in Modern Man in Search 
of a Soul, Jung (1933) indicated that "man" moves from the pre-problem stage of 
"childhood" to the awakening of psychic consciousness in adolescence caused by 
the introduction of problems that separate self from other creating the dualistic 
state of "youth" which extends from puberty to mid-life. During this time of 
"youth," one lives with the dualistic tension by trying to solve it using calculative 
thought (Shaw, 1988) and reason to figure things out, trying to solve problems, 
and finding the answers in ways that make sense in this scientific positivist 
culture. However,  "the nearer we approach to the middle of life, and the better 
we have succeeded in entrenching ourselves in our personal standpoints and 
social positions, the more it appears as if we had discovered the right course and 
the right ideals and principals of behaviour" (Jung, 1933, p. 104).  Around the age 
of thirty-five to forty there is the beginning of a significant shift in the human 
psyche in preparation for the next stage of life.  This change is frequently 
heralded by depression, breakdowns, and questioning. Jung indicated that the 
next stage of life is, for some, a forced meditative state (Shaw, 1988) in which 
one, ideally, turns inward.   
People tend to move outward into the world, to "accomplish," and to strive 
for the rewards promised by society in the first half of life. Once the hollowness of 
this striving is realized, however, there is a natural turn inward. The second half 
of one's life tends to be an inward focused time, a time to see the totality of the 
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world, and to contribute to the larger whole.  Rewards might hold less appeal and 
have less impact during the second part of one’s career.   
Hypothetically then, a career might follow an overall arc of discovery and 
research followed by the application and dissemination of the findings through 
teaching and publications. This cycle is similar to that of the creative process.  
The creative process consists of four stages (Samuels & Samuels, 1975). The first 
stage is preparation which includes choosing a focus, doing background reading, 
and gathering information and data on a particular topic or issue. The second 
stage is incubation, a time of turning attention to other matters, letting the data 
that had been collected percolate in the subconscious while concentrating on 
other things that might appear to have nothing to do with the project initiated in 
Stage 1. Illumination is the third stage of the creative process. At this point, the 
direction of the process for the project takes definite form. While the incubation 
stage might look like nothing is happening on a project, during the illumination 
stage, a renewed activity becomes apparent. Stage four, verification and revision, 
is working out the details and creating the final product.  
The stages offered by Leonard and Swap (1999) are: divergence, 
incubation and convergence. There needs to be a time for input, a time for doing 
something else and letting the brain do its work, and a time for everything to 
come together. Similar to a rock polisher, the mind takes the rough gems along 
with the grit, and tumbles them around while the creator is busy doing other 
things. Following a sufficiently long period of time where ideas just have to 
tumble around, when it is time (and this might be determined by a deadline of 
some sort), the polished gems come tumbling out. If the stages of Leonard and 
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Swap (1999) are applied to a professor’s career, part of the career is focused on 
gathering information (research), which is then digested before applying and 
sharing what has been learned. Hypothetically speaking, the initial focus of a 
career might be on research while the later part of the career might have more of 
a focus on writing and teaching. Expectations and faculty development needs 
would then naturally change over time having an impact on meaningful and 
appropriate incentives and rewards.  
The faculty member's role is multi-dimensional and teaching is but one 
aspect of that role. Without the same institutional currency, teaching requires 
additional time, commitment and energy, and is often seen as peripheral to 
research. A tremendous effort is required to make changes to instructional 
practices (Darling-Hammond, 2001), and there is a personal response to a 
change that closely impacts the daily life of the individual. Some faculty members 
take a scholarly approach to their teaching even though the organizational 
structure might not support those initiatives as much as it supports, and rewards, 
research (Cottrell, 2001).  
Values and Beliefs 
In Communities of Practice, Wenger (1998) related non-participative 
behaviour to identity when he indicated that "non-participation is…as much a 
source of identity as participation" (p.164). Individuals get identity as much from 
who they are not as they do from who they are. Because we are not other, we are 
who we are. In extension, what we choose to do and what we choose not to do 
makes non-participation a "defining constituent of participation" (Wenger, 1998, 
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p.168). What faculty members choose to not participate in defines what they do 
participate in. 
Individuals who cross expert group boundaries might become 
marginalized in their original group. It is a similar phenomenon to a person 
switching teams, or sides, during a season of play. A professor might feel that 
his/her main role is that of "content expert" and researcher (things that are 
highly rewarded in the organization) rather than a teacher. To become more 
knowledgeable in the area of teaching might be construed that he/she has 
“switched teams.”  
Being a "teacher" has not been highly regarded or rewarded 
organizationally (Miller & Anderson, 2002). As well as losing power, learning 
something new, and being put back in the position of "student," the enthusiastic 
faculty member who wants to be a more effective teacher might mean, to some, 
that they are putting energy into something that is already viewed with a degree 
of disdain. Oddly, this might in fact, make it more disdainful rather than making 
it more positive resulting in important implications for curricular innovation. For 
change to occur there must be resonance with an individual’s personal beliefs, 
attitudes, goals, and values (Gardner, 2004) about the innovation and its place in 
their cognitive structure.  
With institutional emphasis on teaching as a component of scholarly work, 
it might be that more faculty will be faced with participating in an area they might 
well have viewed as "other." Moving into territory that might have been 
construed as foreign or unfamiliar might result in non-participative behaviour. 
Non-participative behaviour might be interpreted as boredom and 
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disengagement just as easily as it might be interpreted as exercising freedom and 
privacy. However non-participation is viewed, it is a defining component of self 
that has relevance for faculty development, teaching, and curricular innovation.   
The Individual’s Process of Change 
In addition to personal life stages and career stages, in both the cognitive 
and affective domains, individuals also experience stages as they learn something 
new. The questions and concerns individuals have when making a change offer 
insight into the stage an individual is currently in intellectually.   
Cognitive Stages  
Gardner (2004, p. 211) offered that “most mind change is gradual, 
occurring over significant periods of time; that awareness of the mind change is 
often fleeting, and the mind change might occur prior to consciousness thereof.” 
The Concerns Based Adoption Model (C-BAM), initiated by Fuller (1969), 
suggested an individual’s stage in the implementation of an innovation can be 
gauged by the concerns they have about the innovation, perhaps even before they 
are consciously aware of their own stage (Stiles & Loucks-Horsley, 1998). The 
stages in C-BAM are (1) the awareness of potential, (2) information seeking, (3) 
personal concerns about impact on self, (4) concern with management issues, (5)  
consideration of the consequences of the change, (6) collaboration, and (7) a 
refocusing of attentions based on the knowledge and experience gained. The 
individual’s needs and concerns are different at each stage. Correspondingly, 




   
Affective Stages  
Based on the work of Kubler-Ross (1969) and her observations of the 
process individuals go through as they come to terms with a terminal illness, 
Connor (1992) indicated that, in the affective domain, individuals experience a 
sequence of emotional responses to change. The process of coming to terms with 
a change consists of stages of feelings of stability, immobilizing shock, denial, 
anger, bargaining, depression, testing, and acceptance.  The platitude “change is 
the only constant” offers little comfort in the face of change that has personal 
impact.  A change can be abandoned at any point in these stages. Rogers (1983) 
also indicated that innovations might be rejected at any stage in the adoption 
process and it can also be discontinued due to dissatisfaction with the 
performance of the innovation or because a better idea comes along.  
Psychic energy is required to change (Csikszentmihalyi, 2003). Routine and 
pattern-seeking help conserve psychic energy. Gardner (2004) indicated that “we 
develop strong views and perspectives that are resistant to change” (pp. 17-18). 
We have strong and early engravings that often guide current behaviours 
especially when we are faced with questions for which we are unprepared 
(Gardner, 2004). 
Kekes (1988, p. 115) offered that "to know something about ourselves 
creates a presumption in favor of employing the knowledge" and that "self-
knowledge is connected with action." In The Examined Life, Kekes (1988) stated 
that "we may or may not know what prompts us to act in a certain way.  
Reflection might lead to giving up mistaken beliefs, or to adopting new ones" 
(p.103). Personal reflection on practice, then, can lead to awareness, the 
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beginning of the change process, and is a potential tool for unfreezing personal 
equilibrium.  Gardner (2004) indicated that, “in serving as one’s own tutor, it is 
important to know as much as one can about one’s own mind, one’s own learning 
proclivities and quirks, and to seize on these finding the optimal ‘pedagogy’ and 
‘curriculum’ for one’s own idiosyncratic array of intelligences and stupidities” (p. 
148). Observing one’s current practice and noting a misalignment of the current 
state and the desired state can instigate a desire to make a change.  
People try to avoid various unpleasant affective states such as anxiety, 
empathy, responsibility, fatigue/ennui, and uncertainty (Connor, 1992; Kagan, as 
cited in Frank, 1988). Hodges (2006) suggested that fear impacts pedagogical 
change. She highlighted three significant fears: loss, embarrassment, and failure. 
Faculty might fear losing content coverage and control as students become more 
active in their own learning, and loss aversion is more of a motivator than gain 
for many people (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984).  Faculty might also fear 
embarrassment—looking silly or incompetent—as they learn to incorporate 
instructional practices that require navigating more complex human interactions. 
They might also fear judgments made by colleagues and students, and loss of 
respect. Faculty might also fear failure to convey concepts successfully, to 
resonate with students, and to be perceived as experts. 
Readiness for Change 
Some times individuals are more receptive to making changes in their 
practices and behaviours. Gardner (2004) indicated that “the leading mature 
scientists of a generation are the least likely to be able to accept a dramatic new 
line of explanation…. senior savants, trained in old ways of thinking, would have 
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to abandon deeply ingrained and dearly held notions” (p.117). When the time is 
right (Whyte, 1994), or the individuals are just beginning to work in a new 
domain (Gardner, 2004), the information is more readily accepted.  Learning 
comes in many forms and gaining self-knowledge through learning might be 
disconcerting; however, discomfort can provide a compass, and inconsistencies in 
behaviour might startle an individual into a reflective process.  Halberstam 
(1993) suggested that "most people don't lead their lives—they follow. They react 
rather than act [and need to] battle the comforts of inertia and overcome the 
forces of habit" (p. 201) to begin to change.   
Change involves understanding where one is now and where one might 
want to go. A clear and accurate picture is important. Although self-deception 
might protect until the time is right, Bok (1983) suggested that keeping secrets 
from oneself, self-imposed ignorance, compartmentalization, self-deception, and 
psychic numbing might be protection from information overload.  Self-deception 
might not address dissonance or discomfort but self-deception might be a safe 
guard from possible overwhelming fear or pain. Kekes (1988, p.115) indicated 
that "we are not indifferent to the facts we know about our psychological makeup: 
we approve or disapprove, regret or cherish, and are proud or ashamed of being 
in various ways." Kekes (1988) also indicated that "self-knowledge is difficult" (p. 
119); we are not born with it, it cannot be taught, and we must achieve it 
ourselves.  
Martin (1986) stated that it is often easier to be dishonest; it is easier to 
avoid the truth than to deal with it. Nyberg (1993), in The Varnished Truth, 
suggested that "given the distance between what we are and what we wish we 
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were, some amount of other-deception and self-deception is an essential requisite 
for carrying on...we might say that illusion is compassion's remedy for the 
disappointment of reality" (p. 88). What motivates behaviour is also important to 
consider. Smith (2001) indicated that an individual’s behaviour is much different 
if it is motivated by wanting to be the best they can possibly be than being driven 
by not wanting to be seen as incompetent or inadequate.  
Receptivity to Change 
Rogers (1983) suggested that people adopt innovations at different times.  
Individuals who seek change voluntarily share certain characteristics (Rogers, 
1983; Connor, 1992). Innovators start things, take risks, enjoy new experiences, 
and might be comparable to Connor’s (1992) “resilient individual.” An innovator 
might be a new faculty member or a tenured faculty member (Poindexter, 2003). 
Other faculty members often consider innovators as mavericks.  
Early adopters are the first to pick up on new trends started by the 
innovators. If these early adopters are respected leaders in their fields, then the 
innovation has a greater chance of catching on. There is generally a lag time 
between the early adopters and the taking up of the innovation by early majority, 
the late majority, and finally the laggards. If an innovation is to spread, it is 
important to create a bridge for the transition from the early adopters to the early 
majority (Gladwell, 2000).   
Change and the Creative Process 
Innovators might possess similar qualities to creative individuals. 
Although it is commonly agreed that all people are creative, studies of highly 
creative individuals show consistent, common elements (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996). 
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 Creative individuals have a great deal of physical energy, are both smart and 
naïve, have a combination of playfulness and discipline, and combine 
imagination and fantasy with a strong sense of reality. They also express both 
introvert and extrovert traits, can be remarkably humble and proud at the same 
time, escape rigid gender role stereotyping, can be thought of as rebellious and 
independent, are both passionate and objective about their work, and because 
they are open and sensitive, are often exposed to suffering and pain in addition to 
a great deal of enjoyment. Creativity and creative individuals are sometimes 
threatening to bastions of the status quo because they can be unusual and intense 
while they are pushing in new directions (Kuhn, 2000). Creative individuals 
might not be well-liked or valued in some cases, but are usually the first to 
initiate change well before the majority considers it. They might see possibilities 
before others. They might also recognize the discrepancy between the existing 
state and the desired state earlier than others. 
Visions of “better” and small initial successes with the change are driving 
forces when one recognizes the discrepancy between where one is to where one 
wants to go. There has to be some idea of what could be better and how one might 
get there. Change is most likely to occur when a person is new to a situation and 
there is a need to feel more competent. The more a change is required or made in 
daily routinized behaviours, the greater the personal impact (Connor, 1992) and 
the greater the possible resistance to the change (Elliott, Kratochwill & Roach, 
2003).  
This section explored and sampled the various dimensions related to the 
individual in context as outlined in Figure 2.5 including those elements that 
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might contribute to the desire to change and how faculty know what to do and 
how to do it (Kirkpatrick, 1994). 
Roles of the Professoriate  
THE Career Profile & Goals 
PERSON Life Stages  
Values & Beliefs 
Resonance with Innovation 
The Individual’s Process of Change 
  
Figure 2.5. Aspects of the individual that might impact instructional change. 
A variety of influences are at work on an individual’s desire to change their 
teaching behaviour and the ways in which different people would approach the 
undertaking of knowing what to do and how to do it. 
Conceptual Framework—Summary of Chapter 2 
The preceding sections of Chapter 2 have examined each of three main 
categories of the innovation, the context, and the person as well the change 
process. Kirkpatrick’s conditions for change (1994) have also been considered. Is 
there a desire to change? Do individuals know what to do and how to do it? Is the 
climate right? Are there rewards for changing?  
Individuals tend to make a change at specific times and for specific 
reasons (Connor, 1992; Lewin, 1951; Tichy, 2002), and these reasons can be 
categorized (Kirkpatrick, 1994; Lewin, 1951; Sergiovanni, 2000). The 
characteristics of the innovation influence whether or not the innovation will be 
picked up, by whom, and if it will spread (Rogers, 1986). Making changes to 
instructional practices is a highly charged personal task (Whitworth, Kimsey-
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House & Sandahl, 1998; O’Neill, 2000), and the investment is personal. Being 
aware of the stages an individual goes through when integrating an innovation is 
important in recognizing and managing the possibility of disengaging from the 
change process and seeking stasis (Connor, 1992; Kubler-Ross, 1969; Lewin, 
1951). There can be an abandonment of the innovation or change at any point in 
the stages.  Attention to the concerns and questions of individuals as they are 
making a change offers insight into the stage an individual is currently 
experiencing (Fuller, 1969; Loucks-Horsley, 1996). Certain people are more likely 
than others to seek change voluntarily (Connor, 1992; Rogers, 1986), and if an 
innovation is to spread, it is important to create bridges such as faculty 
development and coaching for the transition from the early adopters to the early 
majority (Gladwell, 2000).  
The University of Saskatchewan emphasizes the importance of teaching in 
the Mission Statement, A Framework for Planning, and the soon-to-be-released 
foundational document on teaching and learning. Increased numbers of awards 
have been given for exemplary teaching, and The Gwenna Moss Teaching and 
Learning Center offers faculty development and peer consultations to support 
teaching.  
As the literature indicated, a tremendous effort is needed to change 
instructional practices because how a person teaches is a highly individualistic 
personal matter. Boyer (1991) indicated that teaching is only one facet of faculty 
members’ professional responsibilities. The faculty member's role is multi-
dimensional and teaching is often seen as a peripheral engagement to research. 
Nor does it have the same institutional currency. The literature also indicated 
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that curricular innovation requires additional time, commitment, and energy 
which might be especially true for individuals who do not have a background in 
teaching. In addition, students are not always enthusiastic about changes made to 
instruction. However, despite the barriers indicated in the literature, some faculty 
members incorporate active learning in their undergraduate classes. The 
innovation of active learning and the individuals taking on curricular innovation 
are influenced by the context of the organization, and are potentially subject to 
the natural stages of the change process. It has been necessary to tease these 
elements apart to explore the discrete pieces that might contribute to the collage 
of the problem. The purpose of this study was to bring to light the stories and 
perceptions of faculty members who are using active learning in their 
undergraduate classes. The conceptual framework (Figure 2.6) draws together 
the main elements elucidated in this chapter:    
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Societal Context  
• History THE CONTEXT • Scholarship 





• Faculty Development  
 THE Interpersonal Context 
PERSON • Peers 
• Students 
Roles of the Professoriate 
 
Career Profile & Goals THE 
INNOVATION: Life Stages  
 
Values & Beliefs ACTIVE 
LEARNING • Resonance with Innovation 
The Individual’s Process of Change 
 • What is its relative advantage 
over other methods?  
CHANGE  
• How compatible is it with 
currently used methods? 
 Defining “Change” 
• How complex is it to learn?   
 The Change Process 
• Can it be easily tried? • Unfreeze (C = [D+V+S]>I) 
 • Form (faculty development)  




Figure 2.6. Conceptual framework of study. 
 
Chapter 2 provided an overview of the relevant literature related to this 
study and a conceptual framework of the findings from the literature review.  
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From my review of the literature, I concluded that the context in which the 
innovation was to be implemented held the greatest sway over successful 
implementation. This is illustrated by the relative size of the box for Context in 
Figure 2.6. Proportionally, from my understanding of the literature I reviewed, it 
appeared that the qualities of the Innovation were a greater factor of influence on 
implementation than was the Person. As will be explained later in this document, 
this was contrary to the findings of this study. 
Chapter 3 provides the methodology used to collect data. The data, which 
were gathered both in the storied whole and through individual recollections and 
discrete elements, were analyzed to illuminate driving and restraining forces and 
stories that speak to the experience of integrating active learning in 
undergraduate university classes. Chapter 4 reports the nature of data collected 
and provides insight into the research questions. Chapter 5 holds the literature 
up to the findings of this study, and offers discussion, implications and possible 
applications of the findings. The Epilogue returns to my larger research agenda 
and reflects on my doctoral program in general. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
An excellent diver boards the boat with a plan…he contemplates the 
wreck, studies its deck plans, memorizes its contours, decides on a work 
area, sets reasonable goals, then constructs a strategy to accomplish 
those goals. (Kurson, 2004, p. 26) 
Introduction 
Essentially a study is about answering a question by unearthing deep rich 
answers. I wished to not only answer the question, but to “find things that make 
our understanding richer and deeper” (Shank, 2002, p. 33). This chapter explains 
the strategy I used to address the research questions set out in Chapter 1. It 
examines the reasons for this particular research design and methodology, 
discusses trustworthiness and ethical considerations, and concludes with the 
methods and processes used to select participants and collect data. In short, I 
share my plan. 
The Nature and Purpose of the Study 
This descriptive, exploratory qualitative study was designed to reveal 
driving and restraining forces that act on the integration of active learning in 
undergraduate classes. It complements other studies in medical education that I 
contributed to during the same time period (Kanthan & Mills, 2004, 2006, 2007; 
Saxena and Mills, in press), and connects with the campus-wide data collection 
effort relating to the development of the teaching and learning document (2006-
2007).   
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The guiding problem statement was: What are the driving and 
restraining forces that act on the implementation of active learning in 
undergraduate classes as revealed through the stories and perceptions of 
selected faculty? The specific research questions were: 
1. What are faculty members’ stories and perceptions of active learning at 
the University of Saskatchewan? How did they know what to do and 
how to do it?  
2. What are the personal driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university 
classrooms? What were their expressed driving desires? 
3. What are the contextual driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university 
classrooms? What was perceived to be the “right” climate for them and 
how did they feel rewarded? 
4. According to study participants and researcher, how might the 
interactions of these forces be described? 
I used mixed methods of surveys, interest profiles, individual interviews, 
and focus groups to explore these essential questions. Stories and perceptions 
were examined and organized using the areas of the context, the person and the 
innovation as well as the possible interactions of these forces.  To address the 
purpose of this study, and respect participant anonymity, individual stories 




   
Research Design  
Most divers stay exclusively outside the wreck. They come to touch the 
ship or search for loose artifacts or snap photographs…The spirit of the 
ship, however, lies inside. That is where the stories have settled.  
Kurson (2004, p. 32) 
The design chosen for a study rose above all other possible designs 
because of the particular problem, the context of the problem, the participants 
involved in the study, and the predilections, beliefs, values, and skills of the 
researcher. This study was designed to get inside “where the stories have settled,” 
to retrieve memories and perceptions related to the integration of active learning 
in participants’ teaching.  Using mixed methods, rooted in phenomenology and 
narrative knowing, access was gained to the memories of the lived experience of 
individuals through the stories and unique experiences they shared in a bounded 
time frame or process. This section highlights progenitorial notions of 
phenomenology, narrative knowing, and mixed methods that helped form the 
design of this study.  
Phenomenology 
A phenomenological study “is generally concerned with describing and 
analyzing conscious experience – or the nature of individual awareness” (Gergen, 
2000, p. 127) with the researcher intimately connected to and involved with the 
phenomena being studied (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003). Individuals, participants 
and researchers, exist within a context and, from a phenomenological view, 
remain inexorably imbedded in their contexts and the social interactions that 
occur within those contexts.  As researcher, I am like a traveler to a foreign land; I 
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have enough familiarity with post-secondary education to be comfortable while I 
am still able to look thoughtfully and carefully because I am not too comfortable 
(Mills, 2007). I am deeply interested in this research area. Participants shared 
this interest. Together, we explored to further understand the driving and 
restraining forces acting on the integration of active learning in undergraduate 
classrooms. 
Narrative Knowing 
Shank (2002) stated that “the link between phenomenology and narrative 
knowing is extensive” (p. 154). One comes to know the conscious experience of 
individuals through the stories, or the “informal narratives” (p. 152), they choose 
to tell and in the ways in which they choose to tell them. When asking people for 
their perceptions of their own circumstances, there are inherent difficulties. 
Golden (1997, p. 1) indicated that:  
Autobiography, if there ever is such a thing, is like asking a rabbit to tell us 
what he looks like hopping through the grasses of the field. How would he 
know?  If we want to hear about the field, on the other hand, no one is in a 
better circumstance to tell us–so long as we keep in mind that we are 
missing all those things the rabbit was in no position to observe.  
Keeping in mind the potential blind spots of participants’ self-reporting, 
“narrative inquiry is a way of understanding experience…a collaboration between 
researcher and participants over time, in a place or series of places, and in social 
interaction with milieus….Narrative inquiry is stories lived and told” (Clandinin 
and Connelly, 2002, p. 20). Gall et al. (2003) defined narrative inquiry as “a 
representation and explanation of reality that is communicated through various 
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story structures and anecdotes” (p. 592). Creswell (2002) suggested that 
narrative research is about individuals and their stories but that this type of 
research does not lend itself to a “broader system and group perspective” (p. 521). 
The weakness of Creswell’s position is that, although each story might be a 
discrete unit and unique in its own right and that each participant is an 
individual and a discrete case (Chin, 1989), through the stories of several 
individuals, emerging themes or patterns might present themselves through a 
sense of one at a time and all at once. Through the storied and unique 
experiences of individuals, themes might be revealed. When the individual stories 
are combined and viewed as a collective, “genres” of informal narratives might 
emerge (Bruner, 1996, as cited in Shanks, 2002). In this study, I collected the 
stories of participants and used these stories to form an aggregate portrait of 
faculty.  In addition to the stories of faculty, as the researcher, I also share the 
story of my experiences and my perceptions of the findings. 
Mixed Methods 
It is not uncommon for educational researchers to use qualitative and 
quantitative research methods. The art is in choosing the best method for the 
study rather than choosing methods based on current trends or strictly drawn 
philosophical lines. Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) indicated that, “whatever 
philosophical and/or methodological approach works for the particular research 
problem under study” (p. 5) is the best choice. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) 
stated that a pragmatist calls on the best of all methods available to best address 
the research questions and suggested that by taking a mixed approach, 
researchers are able mix and match design components that offer the best chance 
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of answering their questions. Brewer and Hunter (1989) indicated that 
researchers should collect multiple data using different research approaches so 
the resulting combination provides complimentary strengths and accounts for the 
potential weaknesses in any one method.  
I chose to use mixed methods to provide participants with opportunities to 
share in a variety of ways, check validity of my small sample, and capitalize on the 
individual strengths of various research methods. To “deliberately seek both 
information about an objective, universal reality by quantitatively analyzing 
Likert scale data in a survey, and information about multiple, subjective realities 
by conducting comparative analysis of open-ended questions on the survey” 
(Rocco, Bliss, Gallagher & Perez-Prado, 2003, p. 3), I collected the wide variety of 
data necessary to fully develop a case. The intent was not to alter behaviour 
through these processes (although behaviour might have changed) but rather to 
collect incidents and memories to create a rich tapestry of data that were 
analyzed, as described in detail in the section on data analysis, in a variety of 
ways. 
The study was descriptive and exploratory to explain and describe forces 
acting on a select group of keen volunteer faculty members at the University of 
Saskatchewan as they made teaching decisions to include active learning. I 
gathered multiple data sets relating to the driving and restraining forces that 
faculty experienced. It was within the purview of this study to discover not only 
what a phenomenon is like, but also how and why it occurs (Van Dalen, 1962).   
Ultimately the principles described in Chapter 2 guided the research 
design. We created a short-term community of practice (Wenger, 1998, 2002) 
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that provided rich and complex data while, at the same time, might have provided 
support and collegiality for the participants. The activities—fundamentally active 
learning strategies to engage the participants in the process—were designed to 
help their stories become more richly detailed and elaborate with the telling and 
retelling (Mishler, 1995). While the primary objective was to collect rich and 
layered data, the process modeled best practices in faculty development. These 
elements, commonly used to instigate change in practice, were used to draw out 
memories and sustain interest and commitment over the five weeks. A study 
designed to benefit participants as quickly as possible might be one of the highest 
forms of research afforded a learning community. 
According to Greene  and Caraceili (1997), mixed methods are necessary to 
dig deeply: “The underlying rationale for mixed-method inquiry is to understand 
more fully, to generate deeper and broader insights, to develop important 
knowledge claims that respect a wider range of interests and perspectives” (p. 7). 
To address individual preferences, participants were offered different ways to 
convey their perceptions and experiences. Opportunities to share verbally were 
provided in the interview, and in large and small groups.  Written responses were 
collected on the survey, the driving and restraining forces survey, and the interest 
inventory. Participants used charts and diagrams when completing the individual 
and large group force field analyses. Not providing the categories to participants, 
I asked questions about the impact of driving and restraining forces on the 
inclusion of active learning in undergraduate classroom teaching at several points 
using different instruments. In groups, they brainstormed in pairs and 
individually. Each person also completed the instrument. At the final meeting, 
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small groups completed a chart indicating the driving and restraining forces. 
From all these sources, the information that participants provided was compiled 
and categorized under the headings developed for the research questions. In 
addition to sharing perceptions of the forces currently acting on the integration of 
active learning in their own experiences, faculty also hypothesized actions that 
could potentially be driving or restraining forces.   
I chose this particular set of processes to gather data for the study for a 
number of reasons. First, and the most important consideration in this research 
design, had to do with the quality of data one is able to collect. The memory is 
selective and influenced by one’s immediate situation. Stories reveal themselves 
gradually (Mishler, 1995). It was important to elicit the subtle driving and 
restraining forces faculty experienced when making pedagogical decisions. After 
reading an article by Kane, Sandretto, and Heath (2oo2), I created a design to be 
carried out over a period of time with several ways built in to “hook memories” 
(Rupp, 1998) and create personal buy-in. Kane et al. did a thorough review of 
studies on the teaching beliefs and practices of university academics that 
indicated that what people say they do and what they do are not always the same. 
They found that researchers who asked for information (self-reports) drew out 
certain information while those who asked and observed teachers in action got 
different impressions.  
Although I did not observe participants teach, I asked the same questions 
three specific times.  I raised awareness of the topic and, hopefully, floated 
memories and feelings to the surface by engaging participants over the course of 
the study. Second, this process had the potential to be an invigorating 
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opportunity for the individuals who participated. During the five weeks of the 
study, participants, their colleges and the university community might have 
benefited from the raised profile of active learning on campus and my expertise 
in instruction, process facilitation, conducting focus groups and interviews, and 
designing workshops. I have worked as an instructional coach with a wide variety 
of educators over the last 16 years. As the facilitator, I contributed to the group in 
a subtle and non-intrusive way. Third, this process required participant 
involvement for a set duration. The study was contained to five weeks.  
Philosophically, this design aligned with my belief that interactions among 
people are potentially rich experiences for everyone involved, that it is important 
that everyone involved feels that they have been enriched by the experience, and 
that exciting surprises can occur when we make room for them. Shank (2002) 
stated that “surprise is the lifeblood of qualitative research” (p. 193), and that 
qualitative research provides space for tactical decisions. I carried out a process 
that dug deeper and hooked the memories and experiences of the individuals 
participating while leaving enough room for serendipity and surprise.  
Research Methods 
Over five weeks, participants were involved in a variety of activities that 
facilitated the remembering and retelling of stories. Several data collection 
methods were used to provide opportunities for stories to (a) become more 
detailed and elaborate and (b) for consistencies and inconsistencies to develop 
that might offer additional insight. This section outlines the processes used to 
collect data.  
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Data Collection 
I capitalized on mixed methods to help participants unearth as many 
memories and perceptions as possible through the construction of stories at three 
separate times—discussions in focus groups held on different occasions; written 
responses to an interest inventory, a survey, open-ended questions, and a force 
field analysis; and an individual interview. Outlined in this section are: 
recruitment procedures; the types of data collected, data collection methods, and 
the instruments used; data analyses; and the format for reporting the data.  
Participants 
Participants were all instructing at the University of Saskatchewan at the 
time of the study. I sought out innovators and volunteers interested in teaching 
who wanted to participate. I contacted individuals who indicated an interest in 
active learning and teaching through their attendance Exemplary Teaching: 
Inspiring Learner Engagement and Success, November 1-3, 2006; 28th National 
McGraw-Hill Teaching, Learning & Technology Conference hosted by the 
University of Saskatchewan. I contacted 90 conference attendees by email 
inviting them to participate in the study. I received a positive response from five 
individuals. Often the “no” response for not being involved from those who 
responded to the email was that they did not have the time to participate; their 
plates were already full.  
Five was a less robust sample than was desirable so I invited three more 
participants through professional connections and contacted an individual I 
knew to be passionate about teaching. Seven people participated in the entire 
study and completed all forms, and two others were only interviewed. I 
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discovered well into the study that two of the nine participants were actually term 
appointments. I chose to include these individuals in the study to provide another 
perspective. They were enthusiastic about teaching and were willing to commit to 
the study. It also became apparent over time that two people did not actually use 
active learning other than on rare occasions, but again I chose to include them in 
the study to provide other perspectives. As it turned out, their contributions were 
extremely revealing and enlightening.  Appendix C contains the materials for 
recruitment. Appendix D contains materials for the participants’ involvement in 
the study. 
The Data Collection Process  
A variety of data were collected through multiple means: a survey, audio-
taped interviews from which notes were made, an interest inventory, force field 
analysis charts developed by individuals and groups, and two large group 
discussions in a focus group setting. In addition to these time-honored qualitative 
methods, I used a workshop format in the focus groups. I incorporated the other 
elements in the two events a month apart, and the individual interviews at the 
conclusion. As stories evolve and deepen with each telling (Mishler, 1995; 
Clandinin et al., 2002), data were collected at the two half-day workshops and the 
individual interviews. The half-day sessions informed the final individual 
interviews which focused on the process, any ah-has, and any other driving and 
restraining forces in the areas of the context, themselves, and the innovation of 
active learning. At the focus group workshops, participants discussed the active 
learning incorporated to date and its effectiveness; completed a survey, an 
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interest inventory; and created force field analyses charts individually, in pairs 
and in the large group.  
As well as a great deal of experience conducting and participating in focus 
groups and individual interviews, I have extensive experience designing 
workshops to meet specific objectives. According to personal and professional 
characteristics set out by Greenbaum (2000), I am considered a skilled 
moderator of focus groups. To delve into the memories and experiences of 
participants and learn more about driving and restraining forces, I used my skills 
and expanded on the standard focus group format to facilitate rich discussion.  
Participant consent was garnered after an initial explanation of the intent 
of the study, the processes in which they would be involved, and the benefits that 
they, their colleges and the university might experience from involvement in the 
study. The Consent Form was signed by all participants regardless of their level of 
involvement. Data were collected from March 2007 to May 2007. 
I made notes from the first large group meetings and taped the second 
one. All nine participants were interviewed individually in early May after the 
final focus group meeting. The interviews were arranged to best suit the 
schedules of the participants and to meet at locations most convenient for them. 
Each interview took approximately 45 minutes. Some were longer but none were 
shorter. With participant permission, individual interviews were audio-taped 
(with the exception of one). I made notes during and immediately following that 
unrecorded interview. I made thorough notes from each tape. As an experiment, I 
had one of the interview tapes transcribed and found that the actual transcription 
was not value-added.  
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After the interviews were completed, I checked the web presence of all 
participants. One participant was a recipient of the Master Teacher Award and a 
college Teaching Excellence Award, nominated for the 3M Teaching Fellowship, 
and was repeatedly nominated for the USSU Teaching Excellence Award. Another 
participant had been awarded the Students’ Union Teaching Excellence Award.  
Figure 3.1 provides an overview of the procedures. Notably, there were 
slight differences between the meetings held in March and the one in April. Those 
differences are outlined in Figure 3.1. All interviews began with a common 
question and then developed from that point on. All materials were collected. In 
some cases, participants returned materials through the campus mail system. 
These were coded for anonymity and tracking. 
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Participants were contacted because of their attendance at a Teaching & 
Learning Conference and through professional connections. 
 
Figure 3.1. Overview of procedures. 
















Data collected over March, April, and May 2007 
 
• March and April Process Focus Group Artifacts (individual 
surveys, flip charts papers, force field analyses, facilitator 
notes, tapes, Interest Inventory) 
• Taped Individual Interviews and notes (May) 
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Meetings, Forms, and Interviews 
 In this section, the meetings, forms, and interviews are described 
separately. The information from each method is sorted later in Chapter 5 into 
the categories of the person, the context, the innovation, and the interaction of 
these categories.  
Meetings. There were two rounds of meetings—the first one in March 
2007 and the second one in late April 2007. Seven of the nine participants 
attended the March meeting, and five attended the April meeting. As the memory 
is selective and influenced by one’s immediate situation, stories were revealed 
gradually (Mishler, 1995). I also found that stories became even more rich the 
more I listened and reread my notes and the data. It seemed that I heard the 
same story differently each time I listened to it. This process took approximately 
a year. I began to notice over this time what stayed the same, what changed from 
telling to retelling, and what was not there at all. Incongruities were especially 
interesting. Appendix E contains the materials that were used in the half-day 
sessions. 
Forms. The agendas for the half-day sessions guided the development of 
the forms, contextualized the instruments, and established the processes in which 
the participants engaged. The survey collected demographic information (Section 
A) and opinions about active learning (Section B), assessed levels of use (Section 
C), and invited general comments (Section D). Even though trialed, Section C ( an 
adaptation of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model) was unclear and participants 
asked many questions as they were filling it in at the first focus group workshop. 
The interest inventory collected information about specific areas of interest in the 
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area of active learning that the individuals might have and information about 
faculty development they had participated in or facilitated. The Force Field 
Analysis was a list of possible driving and restraining forces gleaned from the 
literature review. Participants completed these individually first and I guided 
them through the process of creating the force field analysis chart. They created 
an aggregate chart in the large group.  
Interviews. The concluding individual interview was an opportunity for 
final reflections on the process as well as another opportunity to add to memories 
and stories already shared. It was the only time I was with participants 
individually.  Each interview lasted approximately 45 minutes and was conducted 
in a location that best suited the participant. All but one of the interviews was 
audio recorded.  
The Meetings 
Participants attended a two two-hour meeting in March 2007 and a two-
and-a-half hour meeting in April. The meeting times accommodated individual 
schedules while still having at least four people at each meeting. At the initial 
meeting, the study was introduced, participants were asked to complete the 
Survey and the Consent Forms, we had a lively and open discussion, and 
participants left with the Interest Inventory and the individual Force Field 
Analysis to complete and return. In this section, the meetings and interviews are 





   
Workshop Focus Group Meeting (March 2007)  
The March meeting was held at two different times to accommodate 
participants’ schedules. Rather than the expected group of eight, there was one 
group of four and another of three. One participant, although confirming 
attendance, did not show up. The process was the same for both meetings and the 
data were pooled and will be reported as a single event.  
The meeting began with general introductions, an introduction to the 
study, and an invitation to share teaching stories of success. Participants were 
invited to choose a superhero pseudonym for use in the study so their forms 
could be grouped and kept anonymous. However, in the small groups, with much 
joking and laughter, they were soon no secret! Consent forms were discussed, 
completed, and returned.  
Conversation started as soon as people walked in the door. Discussion was 
easy, open, lively, and unrestrained. Most participants knew of each other. Once 
everyone was present, I distributed the consent forms and asked participants why 
they had accepted the invitation to be involved in this study. I shared my interest 
and background in this area. After about 15 minutes of open discussion we had 
more formal introductions around the room by way of “What are you teaching?” 
and “What do you generally teach?”  
Participants then filled in the Survey. Some of the stems in Section C were 
questioned and we discussed these in the group. It was a pleasant mood of 
genuine interest and inquiry. Stories of great teaching moments were shared. The 
room buzzed with enthusiasm as people related their stories. I then asked “What 
do you love about teaching?” The discussion was, again, open and lively. After 
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sufficient time, I gave a brief background on Force Field Analysis and the group 
brainstormed driving and restraining forces. Participants took the Interest 
Inventory and the Force Field Analysis to complete on their own and return 
through the campus mail. The session went quickly. People seemed enthusiastic 
about teaching and students.  
Workshop Focus Group Meeting (April 2007)  
Other than email contact to arrange the second meeting, there was no 
contact with the participants. We met approximately five weeks after the March 
meeting. Although eight participants agreed to attend the meeting, the same 
individual who had not attended the March meeting, without notice, did not 
attend again, another participant called to say there had been a last minute 
schedule change, and a third person rescheduled for another time. Five 
participants attended the meeting. In this group of five, two people were new to 
the other three as they had been in different groups the first time. Two pairs went 
to discuss the interview questions for 30 minutes; the fifth person had an 
appointment with a student and rejoined for the final portion of the meeting. We 
concluded the meeting in the large group, sharing final advice that could be 
offered to administration about facilitating active learning. Once again, the time 
went quickly. 
The session began informally with two participants, who knew each other 
well, talking about Pod casts and the reaction of their students. They discussed 
the technical aspects. When another person indicated interest, help was offered. 
There was lots of laughter all around as we settled in with more discussion about 
the pros and cons of technology. I asked participants to define “engagement.” The 
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discussion moved onto web cam information and ideas were shared about that. A 
couple of people in the room were keen on technology and dominated the 
conversation for a time. The others appeared interested, but didn’t offer 
comments. To change the focus, I asked about technical support available to 
them and then asked “What has been engaging for you in teaching and active 
learning. What were defining moments that turned you on to active learning?” 
The response to those questions was instantaneous. 
In the group meetings I felt excited and enthused, and participants 
indicated that they did as well. Success stories and highlights were invigorating. 
The room was alive with enthusiasm and collegiality—feelings of sharing a 
common passion.  
Individual Interviews 
 Participants were individually interviewed at their convenience. With the 
permission of the interviewees, all but one of the interviews was audio-recorded. 
Interviews followed a standard format (Appendix E-3) and progressed in a 
natural, conversational way lasting anywhere from 45-90 minutes. 
Analyses of Data 
Using multiple mixed methods was like sketching a subject, video-taping 
it, taking a still photograph, describing it through a poem, painting it, choosing a 
piece of music to represent it, and developing metaphors to link the unknown to 
the known. Mixed methods provided an opportunity to collect a variety of data 
which were analyzed each to its own kind, and then viewed through different 
lenses. In this section, I present the ways in which the rich and varied data were 
mined.  
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Using an inductive process, data in this study were collected, grouped, and 
collated. I used analytic induction, a process that readily applies itself to 
qualitative analyses through the examination of the data for emerging themes 
and patterns (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). As suggested by Willms (1990) and Miles 
and Huberman (1994), I started with general themes derived from the literature 
review and added sub-themes as these developed.  
Rich and layered data were gathered through group discussions, individual 
interviews, and written responses. All the information gathered from Lickert-type 
scale questions was put into chart form initially before converting it to text. 
Information from flip chart papers, my notes, and all written comments from 
participants was also entered. I listened to all tapes several times and made notes. 
Once entered, all materials were organized and numbered to make retrieval 
simple. I kept hard copies and electronic copies of all data. Data were then 
examined and grouped qualitatively by the themes identified in the conceptual 
framework. Although some statements could have been placed in more than one 
theme category (“student engagement and enthusiasm” could have been placed in 
the interpersonal context or rewards), I chose to place a statement in only one 
category. Data were analyzed in a rudimentary quantitative manner when 
appropriate. To inform analysis, I counted the number of comments or 
observations gleaned from the data in each category (Silverman, 1993).  
Data were analyzed in two distinct streams. To check for possible 
inconsistencies and increasingly complex forces, each participant’s data set, 
where discernable, was kept discrete to track stories as they possibly deepened 
over time and with retelling. Although individual narratives were collected and 
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tracked (Appendix G), the purpose of the study was to determine driving and 
restraining forces, so those narratives have not been showcased in this document. 
Distinct stories are not attributed to particular individuals. To address the 
purpose of this study, and respect participant anonymity, individual stories 
became a collective tale. As indicated in Table 3.1, participants 3, 4, 5, and 7 
submitted all forms and participated in all the meetings and the interview. 
Participants 2 and 6 contributed all but the written responses to the paired 
interview discussion questions. Participants 8 and 9 were interviewed. 
Participant 1 did not submit the force field chart or the written responses to the 
paired interview discussion questions. 
Table 3.1. 
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Data also resulted from the “collective” group work. For example, the large 
group force field analysis was done together. These data sets were analyzed with 
consideration of the individual data sets and as a discrete set. Data from the 
individual cases were compared to the collective data. Each set of data was put in 
an accessible format—flip chart papers and notes taken at the first large group 
were entered. I made notes from all tapes. Responses to each of the survey 
sections were tallied and the responses to the Interview Discussion questions 
were entered. After all data were collated and reviewed, I categorized responses 
using the main themes from the literature review.  The responses to the survey, 
all interviews, and notes from the large group sessions were analyzed in terms of 
the driving and restraining forces at play in terms of the organizational 
contextual and personal categories as discovered in the literature review. I 
watched for instances when “two or more instances of the phenomenon under 
investigation have only one circumstance in common, the circumstances in which 
alone all the instances agree, is the cause (or effect) of the given phenomenon” 
(Van Dalen, 1962, p. 222).  I used data collection activities of various modalities 
over a bounded-span of time to reveal the unstated and the unconscious 
experiences of individuals. I remained vigilantly alert to outliers. The 
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Trustworthiness and Ethics 
 The following section addresses trustworthiness and ethics regarding this 
study. 
Trustworthiness 
A descriptive and exploratory study was designed to “yield a truthful result 
and one that can be interpreted as such” (Van Dalen, 1962, p. 249). Kurson 
(2004, p. 84) suggested that “if an undertaking was easy someone else already 
would have done it.” The purpose of this section is to illustrate that, although this 
study is unique—no one else has carried out a study quite like this one—it 
brought to light significant insights and is indeed a trustworthy study. It is not 
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enough to assume that the study provided information to the readers of the 
study. The study itself has to be valid and reliable to instill trust and confidence in 
the findings, and that the interpretation and reporting of the findings, is useful in 
that readers of the study will be enlightened by its findings (Altheide & Johnson 
as cited in Gall et al., 2003).  Gall et al. (2003, p. 223) indicated that: 
In practice, researchers tend to apply looser validity and reliability 
standards to questionnaires and interviews than to tests because they 
typically are collecting information that is highly structured and likely to 
be valid. Also, they are interested in the average response of the group 
rather than the response of a single individual.  
The information gathered throughout the study was reliable in that, in all 
but two cases, the stories and perceptions revealed were consistent over time and 
not in opposition to current theories on change and curricular innovation. The 
stories and perceptions developed in detail over the course of the data-gathering 
period and through the various data collection methods. The inconsistencies that 
were revealed over time, and with the various data collection methods, provided a 
foil and contrast to further strengthen all stories. The following questions guided 
the development of the study, and kept me “honest” at all stages:  
1. Can we trust the information gathered in this study and the 
interpretation of this information? Does verisimilitude permeate the 
study; is there a sense that what one reads is real/realistic/believable? 
2. Would other researchers find similar results if they used the same 
process with the same population?  
3. Did the information gathered address the questions that were asked?  
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4. Did the study have internal validity?  
5. Are the results generalizable? and 
6. Did the study have external validity?  
Other researchers might be able to replicate this study and arrive at similar 
conclusions if they shared similar beliefs around communities of practice, self-
organizing organic group development and the magic of processes that engage 
participants, and if they shared a similar set of facilitation skills with this 
researcher. That said, “if you follow in another’s footsteps, you miss the problems 
really worth solving” (Kurson, 2004, p. 84). As we will see in later chapters, the 
findings of the study conducted campus-wide resonated with this study as did my 
experiences with the use of active learning in my own teaching and in the 
instructional coaching of medical faculty. 
Following the advice of Brewer and Hunter (1989), I collected multiple 
data using different approaches to account for the potential weaknesses of any 
one method. There was ample opportunity for triangulation of data with the 
variety of processes used; the same issues were addressed from a variety of 
angles. For example, it was important to me to discover the importance of 
teaching to faculty not just by stating their interest outright but also by indicating 
if they are trying different strategies and/or participating in faculty development 
directed at instructional practices. 
 To assure internal validity, the survey was piloted with a select group 
before being sent out to the population in question. I chose to modify the C-BAM 
instrument to make it congruent with the other sections of the survey and less 
cumbersome. This portion of the survey remained troublesome and I had 
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questions about its usefulness in addressing the research questions. As you will 
see in the Epilogue, the small sample size could have posed a concern but did not.  
 Although the specific results of this study were not intended to be 
generalizable, the study provides general ideas that might be applied in a wider 
context. A specific population participated in this study rather than a sample of a 
much larger population (that of faculty members at all universities in Western 
Canada, Canada, or North America). This study was a multiple case design and 
the criteria of validity apply—plausibility, authenticity, credibility, and relevance 
(Gall et al., 2003).  
Not only was it important to create a feeling of trust in the instruments 
used and the design of the study, it was also important to ensure that the 
collection of the data was done in a trustworthy manner. To minimize potential 
“perceptual blunders” and “weaknesses of the human memory” (Van Dalen, 1962, 
p. 39), I kept all hard copies of the returned forms and all audiotapes and notes 
made from the interviews and group meetings. All raw data have been saved and 
stored by my advisor. In addition, I kept a detailed journal of impressions and 
activities. Like bread crumbs along the trail, researchers will be able to use these 
to navigate in subsequent investigations should they choose to follow.  
Ethics 
The letter of invitation clearly stated that participation was entirely 
voluntary and participants were free to withdraw at any time.  I extended an 
invitation contact me at any time with concerns. There was little risk or 
opportunity for deception in this study.  The study population was not vulnerable, 
captive or dependent. There was no social risk to participants. Participants were 
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fully informed of the purpose and their active role in the research process. As far 
as I know, the research procedures did not cause any negative emotional 
responses such discomfort, fatigue or stress. Moreover, participants were 
enthusiastic to participate. No compensation, other than delicious snacks at our 
group meetings and a rewarding, empowering experience, was provided for 
participation. I could think of no possible harm that participants experienced as a 
result of participating in the study and none has since been reported. Data are 
stored in a secure location for a minimum of five years.   
I was given permission to use all information that participants provided.  
The research did not infringe on the rights of participants in any way. All 
participants in the study are anonymous in this document, and at no point are 
their identities revealed. Anonymity is not easy in a small university community. 
To preserve anonymity as much as possible I chose to focus on the aggregate of 
information shared by the participants rather than on the participants themselves 
or their unique, and in some cases, identifying stories. No quotations are directly 
attributed to a particular individual; in that way specific information can not be 
associated with specific participants. No audio taping was used without 
permission. There was no opportunity for participants to be personally identified 
through any comments reported in the data, although when any direct quotes 
were used, they are identified for audit through a coding system.  The raw data is 
only available to my advisor or his designate.  The results of an audit of the 
fidelity of the reporting of the data are included in the Letter of Attestation 
(Appendix F-4). 
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The complete The Application for Approval of Research Protocol 
(Appendix F) includes materials required by the Behavioural Research Ethics 
Board at the University of Saskatchewan. 
Summary of Chapter 3 
A mixed method study capitalizes on the benefits of each method while 
minimizing the possible deficits. To best answer the research questions posed in 
this descriptive and exploratory study, written and verbal responses were elicited 
from participants. The data were gathered from March 2007 to May 2007 from 
volunteer (and co-opted) faculty active learning proponents at the University of 
Saskatchewan. The data were aggregated, coded, categorized according to the 
themes identified in the conceptual framework, and analyzed quantitatively 
and/or qualitatively.  
Chapter 3 outlined the research design and methodology, and discussed 
the instruments used and data analyses. The ethics of the data collection and its 
use, and trustworthiness have also been discussed. The next chapters in this 
study report the findings and an analysis of these findings with recommendations 
and implications.  
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Information is reported from the Survey, the Interest Inventory, and the 
individual Force Field Analysis followed by emergent themes from the stories 
shared in meetings and interviews.  In Chapter 5, the data, gathered from March 
2007 to May 2007, is related to the guiding research questions and the categories 
of context, the person, and the innovation identified in Chapter 2. 
Written Forms of Data Collection 
Seven faculty completed the Survey (Parts A, B, and C), the Interest 
Inventory (Parts A and B), and the Force Field Analysis (Parts A and B).  In this 
section, responses to each of the three forms are outlined.  
The Survey 
There were four sections to the Survey (Appendix E-2). Section A 
contained basic demographic information, Section B focused on active learning, 
and Section C raised specific questions regarding interest and use of active 
learning. Participants were invited to share general comments in Section D. 
Participants completed the survey before much discussion about active learning 
had occurred and before completing the Interest Inventory that listed a variety of 
active learning strategies. Responses from each section are reported separately.  
Section A 
 Participants were from eight different colleges and ranged in age from 40-
59 and had taught from four to 25 years at this university. Two individuals had 
also taught at other universities. All but one individual were quite passionate 
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about teaching (4+ on a scale of 5); this person was moderately passionate (3). All 
participants spent at least 30% of their time teaching. One participant taught for 
95% of the time and another taught for 60% of the time. Although being a faculty 
member at the university was a requirement to participate in this study, two 
participants were term appointments in their respective colleges. The study was 
well underway before this became clear. 
Section B  
Participants were asked to strongly disagree, disagree, agree, or strongly 
agree with each statement.  The option to choose “don’t know” was available but 
was not exercised. A summary of responses is available in Table G-1 in Appendix 
G-1.  
All participants agreed that making learning more active for students had 
a relative advantage over other ideas about teaching, and that including more 
active learning met student needs. Four respondents felt that other faculty 
members could not observe the results of implementing active learning. Although 
one respondent agreed that including more active learning was compatible with 
existing organizational values, this respondent went on to add that there were 
“lots of words not too much action” (N102). This individual also agreed that 
active learning was easy to incorporate in the university classroom but that it 
“requires some initial effort from the instructor” (N103). This same individual 
disagreed that other faculty members could see the results of implementing 




   
Section C  
Section C, adapted from the Concerns-Based Adoption Model Levels of 
Use (C-BAM), was included to rudimentarily assess faculty’s concerns and 
interests regarding including more active learning. Participants were asked to 
respond to each item in terms of their present concerns including active learning 
in their teaching. There were 34 questions in this section. Participants who 
completed the form in the group setting requested clarification of some of the 
stems. One respondent indicated that it was difficult to complete the survey 
without knowing what “active learning” included (N207). Interests and concerns 
clustered around collegial sharing, resources, students, learning more about 
active learning, and role concerns. A summary table of responses is provided in 
Appendix G-2.  
Collegial sharing. Respondents expressed interests and concerns 
regarding collegial sharing.  All participants were interested in knowing what 
others were doing regarding active learning and wanted to discuss the possibility 
of including more active learning with others. Further, all participants stated an 
interest in connecting with faculty members in their departments and in other 
colleges and universities. Most respondents showed interest in coordinating 
efforts with others to maximize the effects of including more active learning,   
helping other faculty include more active learning, and familiarizing others with 
their progress in including more active learning. One participant suggested that a 
designated meeting area like a Learning Commons was needed for faculty to 
discuss and share experiences (N107). 
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Resources. All participants wanted to know what resources were 
available if they decided to include more active learning. Some concern was 
expressed about the time it took to coordinate tasks and people in relation to 
active learning, but most thought that this was not taking too much time. 
Similarly, most participants were not concerned about having enough time to 
organize each day or about conflicts between active learning and other 
responsibilities, nor were they completely occupied with other things. Most 
respondents were interested in more information on the time and energy 
commitments that might be required. One respondent stated that, “lack of time 
and institutional recognition remain the major factors limiting adoption of these, 
and other, teaching innovations” (N506). 
Impact on students. All participants stated a desire to revise their 
teaching to include more active learning based on feedback from students, but 
there was only some concern about student attitudes towards including more 
active learning. Most participants were not concerned about how including more 
active learning would affect students or about evaluating any impact on students 
in relation to including more active learning. The majority of participants would 
like to excite their students about the innovation. 
Learning more about active learning. All participants expressed 
interest in learning more about how active learning is better than what they have 
now. Although respondents had knowledge about including more active learning 
they were not concerned about revising their use of it. The group was divided on 
knowing if some other approaches might work better than the changes made by 
including more active learning. Less than half the respondents indicated concern 
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about including more active learning or about their ability to manage all that 
including more active learning required.  
Role concerns. The majority of participants wanted to know how their 
roles might change, how to make decisions, if their teaching or administration 
would change, and how including more active learning would require attention in 
the immediate future. The group was divided on wanting to know the effect of 
including more active learning on their professional status. Respondents were 
also divided regarding their concern about the time spent working with 
nonacademic problems related to active learning.  
Interest Inventory 
The Interest Inventory had two parts. In Part A, participants were asked to 
indicate the frequency with which various teaching strategies had been 
incorporated in their undergraduate teaching in the previous two years and to 
indicate any interest they might have in learning more about a strategy. Part B 
focused on participation in faculty development opportunities regarding active 
learning. Participants were also asked to indicate the effectiveness of various 
forms of faculty development.  
Part A  
Debates were used least frequently and research and presentations were 
used most frequently. Five participants were interested in learning more about 
concept mapping. Results are displayed in Appendix G-3. 
Part B 
 Instructional coaching, professional reading, and workshops were the 
most effective forms of faculty development experienced in the past two years. 
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Communities of practice were accessed least frequently, and workshops and 
conferences were the most frequently accessed forms of faculty development. In 
addition to the types of faculty development listed, one participant added reading 
teaching dossiers (effectiveness 2 of 4), listening to other lecturers deliver and 
analyzing sample lectures (effectiveness 3 of 4), and having informal 
conversations with other teachers (effectiveness 3 of 4). Results are tallied in 
Table G-4 in Appendix G-4. 
Individual Force Field Analysis 
The individual Force Field Analysis had two parts. Items in both parts 
were drawn from the literature as potential driving or restraining forces. In Part 
A, participants rated how effective each of the ten items might be to motivate 
them to include more active learning in their teaching. In Part B, participants 
indicated the degree to which each of the nine items would detract from including 
more active learning in their teaching. Parts A and B both used a scale from “not 
at all” to “a great extent.” 
Part A 
All participants felt that the personal desire to improve the quality of 
education for students, intrinsic motivation, and opportunities for instructors to 
receive assistance to improve their teaching would all be effective motivators. Six 
of the seven respondents felt that small grants awarded to faculty to try new 
methods of instruction with each project carefully evaluated and publicized 
widely would be considerably effective. Most respondents felt that publishing 
survey results of recent graduates’ thoughts about their education would not be 
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effective in increasing active learning. One person chose not to respond to four 
items. Responses are summarized in Appendix G-5. 
Part B 
 Three respondents felt that conflicting messages in the university reward 
structure detracted greatly from their attention to teaching. Comments indicated 
that being a fully-tenured professor meant being less concerned about related 
competition and rewards, that attitudes among department faculty had a definite 
impact on the culture around teaching, and that, because faculty control almost 
every aspect of teaching, no one prevented them from innovating. Responses are 
summarized in Appendix G-6. 
Stories Shared by Participants Regarding Active Learning 
Various opportunities were provided for participants to share stories about 
using active learning. Meetings and the private interviews provided different 
opportunities and conditions for stories to become more detailed and elaborate 
with the telling and retelling. In some cases, stories were shared consistently 
several times in the interviews, the group meetings, and on the Interview 
Discussion Guide. In all but one case, the information shared in the interviews 
was congruent with stories and perceptions shared in the group meetings and on 
the forms. For the most part, stories stayed the same with embellishment over 
time. I wondered if the stories actually became richer in detail or if I heard more 
detail as I became familiar with the individuals and their stories. 
Stories were grouped by themes, explored for similarities and differences, 
and assessed as driving or restraining forces. To provide anonymity for 
participants and focus on the driving and restraining forces that had an impact 
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on the use of active learning in undergraduate classes, stories were aggregated 
around themes. Appendix G-7 provides the individual stories shared by 
participants told in the first-person.   
What Do You Love About Teaching? 
With the exception of one individual, all faculty responded clearly, 
unequivocally, and with enthusiasm when asked “What do you love about 
teaching?” Participants loved the genuine involvement and interest of the 
students in the class. They found it inspiring to see students engage on deeper 
levels and “light up” with enthusiasm. Faculty who used active learning loved 
seeing students involved, interested, engaged, excited, and enthusiastic about 
classes while the individual who did not use active learning seemed more 
concerned about students’ opinions regarding instructional practices and how 
draining teaching use to be.  
Defining Moments 
I wanted to know how faculty members became involved with active 
learning so I asked them:  “What were defining moments that turned you on to 
active learning?”  Defining moments were positive, exciting, and out of the 
ordinary. All seven participants had a treasured memory from their student days 
and classes they had taken. These stories were told with spontaneous enthusiasm. 
Participants shared experiences involving a starfish, a squirting hose, a 
pendulum, and fireworks in class (Appendix G-7) and hoped to create similar 




   
Getting Started with Active Learning 
I then asked what had initially involved them with active learning in their 
undergraduate teaching. All recalled, with ease, their earliest experiences with 
active learning (Appendix G-7). In their youth, two participants had taught or 
coached. These individuals then pursued teacher training and had teaching 
experience in public education. Two participants were schooled in the United 
Kingdom in science. For them, lab work and active learning were synonymous. 
Three stories involved situations where students had difficulty with complex 
concepts and active learning provided solutions to these problems. One 
participant began using active learning in small third- year seminar classes from 
the outset. One respondent had been urged to use a particular method by an 
esteemed colleague who sat in while the method was used. Another individual 
shared that a senior colleague had been an enthusiastic supportive model for 
using active learning. This same individual also used active learning when it was 
an expectation in a course taught by multiple instructors. The person who did not 
use active learning did not have a positive story to share. Early attempts with 
“group work” yielded less than satisfactory results and the strategy was quickly 
abandoned.  
Stories of Success 
 Positive, enthusiastic responses continued when faculty shared active 
learning success stories. These stories centered on student engagement and 
success to a great extent.  Participants shared stories of receiving positive 
feedback from students, sharing interests with students, and hearing that 
students had recommended their classes to others. One individual felt successful 
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when a student with a failing grade of 23% on the first midterm came to see him 
every week, raised this mark to 55%, and then completed the course with an 83%. 
This was the only student to fail the first midterm and go on to pass the class. 
Although that particular story did not relate directly to using active learning in 
the classroom, it exemplified faculty’s enthusiasm about seeing students succeed 
with difficult concepts.  
Story clusters. Success stories, shared in detail in Appendix G-7, were 
clustered into three groups. The first cluster of stories was about using active 
learning in the classroom on specific occasions or for a specific purpose such as 
introducing a class or course. The second cluster of stories illustrated increased 
control for students in the content and process of the class through student 
presentations in class. Faculty members were enthusiastic and excited about the 
success and quality of group presentations. The third cluster of stories illustrated 
how active learning was woven into the design of the course. In one case, the 
instructor used the Socratic Method while in another, from the beginning, 
students were involved in the actual course design. In another case, the course 
was structured around the use of semi-notes, group discussions, and the 
collaborative development of a board of notes.   
For participants in this study, active learning was used to increase levels of 
student engagement, ownership, and responsibility to different extents. 
Participants exuded enthusiasm and pride when telling the stories and stories did 
not change much in the various settings or over time—other than in one case 
where there was inconsistency.  The publicly-shared stories differed substantially 
from the privately-shared stories. In the group settings, this individual spoke in 
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positive general terms about events or feelings related to active learning. Feelings 
revealed in the private individual interview were far less glowing and revealed 
tiredness with teaching as well a fair degree of cynicism about today’s students. 
As stories were retold, it became evident that active learning had been used in the 
past but the individual had since lost enthusiasm for teaching.  
Inspiring Change 
The question “What inspires you to make changes in your teaching” 
elicited stories about slow, gradual change over time (Appendix G-7). Change was 
generally inspired by a desire to make things more interesting or to be more 
effective for students. Stories indicated a slow evolution over the span of a career. 
One participant described teaching as a long, slow experiment. Over time, this 
respondent saw what worked and what did not, but major changes took time to 
assess and adjust. All but two individuals had been teaching for at least twenty 
years but although it was twenty years, it was really only twenty trials. 
Summary of Chapter 4 
In Chapter 4, data were reported from the Survey, the Interest Inventory, 
and the individual Force Field Analysis as well as the emergent themes from the 
stories revealed in the meetings and interviews.  In Chapter 5, data are 
categorized into the areas of context, the person, the innovation, and possible 
interactions to address the guiding research questions. 
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Chapter 5 
THE QUESTIONS AND THE ANSWERS 
Introduction 
After compiling and examining the discreet data from the survey, the 
interest inventory, the individual and group force field charts, individual 
interviews, and focus group sessions item was judged as either a driving force or a 
restraining force, and then categorized as context, person, or innovation from 
categories determined in Chapter 2, under a main heading, and then further 
grouped under a sub-heading within each category. Table G.7 in Appendix G-8 
lists the raw data from which the sub-categories developed and the tallies of each 
category and sub-category. 
 In the category of innovation, only the relative advantage of active 
learning over other forms of teaching had more driving than restraining forces. In 
the category of context, policy and faculty development had more driving than 
restraining forces. In the category of person, however, the driving forces 
outnumbered the restraining forces. Driving forces in that category included 
career goals, life stages, personal style, values and beliefs, and the resonance of 
the teaching style with personal values and beliefs.  
Returning to the Guiding Questions 
The guiding question for this study was “what were the perceived driving 
and restraining personal and contextual forces, and possible interactions of these 
forces that contributed to the actualization of active learning in undergraduate 
university classrooms?” The specific questions were: 
1. What were faculty members’ stories and perceptions of active learning?  
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What “unfroze” them? How did they learn about active learning? How did 
these practices become integrated into their professional practice? 
2. What were the personal driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms? 
What were faculty’s members driving desires? 
3. What were the contextual driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms? 
What was the “right” climate for faculty? How did they feel rewarded? 
4. According to study participants and researcher, how might we describe the 
interactions of these forces? 
In the following sections, each research question is addressed specifically using 
the categories of the force field synthesis. 
Question 1—The Innovation 
“What were faculty members’ stories and perceptions of active learning? 
What ‘unfroze’ them? How did they learn about active learning? How did these 
practices become integrated into their professional practice?” In this section, 
faculty members’ stories and perceptions of active learning are specifically 
highlighted and is followed by what was revealed about the instigation and 
integration of active learning in their teaching repertoires. 
Faculty Members’ Perceptions of Active Learning 
The innovation itself has an effect on its spread in an organization.  
Although participants had different stories and definitions of active learning, all 
stories were told with enthusiasm and revealed common elements and beliefs 
about active learning. Participants’ comments and stories regarding active 
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learning were categorized according to their relative advantage over other 
strategies, compatibility with other strategies and the context, the complexity of 
the innovation itself, how easy it was to try, and the observability of its impact 
and results. Table 5.1 provides a tally of the data in this category.  
Table 5.1  
Driving and Restraining Forces Related to Innovation 
Category Driving  Restraining Difference 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Innovation     30       55       25R  
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Relative Advantage     21         2       19D  
Compatibility      8       17         9R 
Complexity      0       10       10R 
Easy To Try      1       21       20R 
Observable Results      0         5          5R 
 
Overall, there were more restraining forces than driving forces in this 
category overall. Only the “relative advantage” of active learning over other forms 
of teaching had more driving factors than restraining forces.  
Relative Advantage of the Innovation  
In this sub-heading, 21 comments pointed to a belief that active learning 
had a relative advantage over other forms of teaching. Participants frequently 
stated that active learning was more fun than more traditional forms of teaching 
for them and their students. Active learning and learning about active learning 
helped to keep things fresh. All but one participant thought that active learning 
was an advantage over other more traditional forms of teaching, other ideas 
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about teaching, and over the current situation. However, all faculty also wanted 
to know how including more active learning was better than what they had and 
they were all interested in learning more about active learning at this time. 
Although participants were familiar with research on the effectiveness of active 
learning regarding student learning, critical thinking skills and relating to 
students’ personal experiences, all participants wanted more supporting evidence 
and clear benchmarks for success. All faculty members were interested in 
learning more about active learning but less than half showed concern about 
including more active learning. 
Two comments were categorized as restraining forces related to the 
relative advantage of active learning. Both comments were offered by individuals 
not using active learning. One individual lacked faith in active learning strategies 
and was skeptical that students would actually learn if they were not lectured to. 
For this individual, the lecture offered security and a way to control what 
students were learning. The other individual stated that grading for evaluation 
purposes was draining but active learning involved evaluation processes that 
were even more draining.  
Compatibility with Other Methods and Context 
Compatibility of active learning with other teaching methods and with the 
context was another category of forces. Eight comments were categorized as 
driving forces while 17 comments were, in fact, restraining forces related the 
compatibility of active learning with other forms of teaching, available resources, 
ideologies, and aspects of the professorial role. The science instructors felt that 
active learning was compatible with science and labs. Active learning was 
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compatible when the course objectives included skills or values that could be 
reinforced or practiced by using active learning.  
 Active learning was not compatible with subject matter, assessment 
practices, evaluation procedures or evaluation criteria, technology-driven 
innovations like PowerPoint, or reliance on publishers’ texts. Participants stated 
that classes were not long enough for active learning activities, available 
resources were inadequate, and that not as much content could be covered with 
active learning.  
With an emphasis on support for incorporating technology in classes over 
the past number of years, participants speculated that technology might be a 
competing instructional innovation. Although mentioned frequently with 
enthusiasm and interest, participants wondered if technology was making classes 
less active and engaging for students. One participant believed that technology 
was driving teaching to even less engagement as it becomes cheaper and cheaper 
to use “clicker” technology.  Participants indicated that on-line courses further 
reduce engagement and interaction. Overall, participants felt that technology was 
decreasing active engagement in learning.   
At the same time, discussions about technology were positive and lively 
and involved much information-sharing. One participant felt that one can do 
more with technology, more easily, all the time sharing that “in my case, very 
important: look for ways of streamlining routine tasks. Also have backlists of stuff 
I want to do once the technology is available” (N5.1). Participants were eager to 
share information about using technology and offered help and support with its 
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use to one another. I did not hear any other offers or requests for support or 
information regarding other instruction methods or innovations. 
 Skepticism about students’ ability levels and students’ abilities to learn on 
their own through active learning was revealed in some conversations. Discussion 
ensued about “good students” and students who were less able. A few participants 
believed that active learning left students more on their own to learn and that 
many students are not capable of learning on their own. This belief was not 
shared by all participants, but it was an assumption on the part of the two 
participants who stated a keen interest in the idea of active learning but were not 
actively using it in their teaching. 
Some concern was expressed regarding classroom management and the 
class environment. It was offered that “some” instructors might be threatened by 
noise in the classroom. When students are quiet teaching is easier and feels safer. 
A noisy classroom might occur when students are interacting. In a context where 
the norm has been that the instructor lectures and the students listen, students’ 
voices and “noise” might not be compatible becoming another restraining force.  
Early trials of active learning might go badly and might incur a negative reaction 
from administration. 
Teaching sits outside of other activities in which a professor is engaged. 
While other activities (such as being on ethics committees, sitting on graduate 
students’ committees, writing articles for peer review) contribute to the content 
being taught, those activities do not directly contribute to the ways in which 
professors teach.  To attain new teaching information or “catch” enthusiasm for 
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teaching, a professor is required to depart from other activities that might be 
more directly related to and supporting of other aspects of the professorial role.  
Complexity of the Innovation 
 Participants were confused about what constituted active learning 
although the definition of active learning was used in recruitment as well as in the 
Interest Inventory. According to participants, active learning was complex. In 
fact, no one indicated that active learning was not complex. On occasion, “active 
learning” was confused with an “entertaining presentation style” or assignments 
outside of class. Although entertaining lectures and active assignments for 
outside of class time might enhance learning, this was not the parameter for this 
study. 
As an umbrella term for a wide variety of instructional strategies that 
actively engage students in their own learning, it might be that “active learning” is 
“complex” simply because of its broad definition. The broadness of the definition 
and wide variety of options created confusion that was alienating rather than 
engaging. Participants felt that there are too many choices to make regarding 
active learning. Responses showed a desire for more information about the 
effectiveness of active learning and had concerns about resource availability.   
Contrary to this perceived complexity, individual signature pedagogies 
were not presented as being “complex.” Having evolved naturally over time, these 
appeared to be easily tried and integrated. It was my impression that they had 
used active learning strategies for a significant part of their careers. Other than 
integrating new technologies (which might or might not be “active learning”), no 
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new strategies had been recently added other than by the individual who was 
relatively new and was using the scholarship of teaching for career advancement.   
Ease of Trial-ability 
 Closely related to the issue of complexity of active learning was whether or 
not it was easy to try.  Some thought that active learning could be tried in small 
ways and modified as needed. One participant started using a form of active 
learning in one class and then added it in other classes. Although one participant 
stated that active learning was easy try to with “some initial effort on from the 
instructor” (N103), it was more common for participants to report that active 
learning was not easy to try. Only one comment stated that active learning was 
easy to try while 21 comments claimed that it was not easy to try. Timetabling, 
class scheduling, large classes, and inappropriately equipped classrooms were all 
named as restraining factors. Participants found it much easier to do active 
learning in labs or small seminar-size classes.  
The active learning strategy that was used might also have an effect on 
whether or not it appeared easy to use. Student presentations were used most 
frequently as active learning strategies. Presentations, prepared outside of class 
time, were delivered in class. However, simulations, creating visual models, 
experiments, demonstrations, group discussions, case studies, problem solving, 
and in-class work teams were frequently employed. Other methods like 
brainstorming and concept attainment which are teaching strategies that can be 
used to engage students in content were less frequently used. Five participants 
were interested in learning more about concept mapping. 
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The current assessment system was not seen to be compatible with initial 
trials of active learning. Participants felt that bureaucracy restricted spontaneity 
by requiring the preparation of learning materials to be done far in advance of the 
course and that made it difficult to try active learning. Rigidity in course structure 
and content and the amount of time it took to become familiar and fluent with 
active learning were also prohibitive. “Time” was mentioned frequently by all 
participants as a major restraining force—time to learn about different teaching 
strategies, time to prepare to use new teaching strategies, time to develop 
proficiency with new strategies and all that goes with that change, and the lack of 
time available to experiment given large class sizes and a consistently heavy work 
“load.” In addition to these restraining forces, participants also suggested that 
initial trials were apt to be failures. So if something is perceived to take a lot of 
time (and time away from other things) and it might fail and not be appreciated 
by students or the bureaucracy, what would be the point in even trying especially 
when the results are not observable? 
Observability of the Results of the Innovation 
 There were no driving forces in this category. Five restraining forces were 
alluded to. On the survey, more than half the group reported that other faculty 
members cannot see the results of implementing active learning. It was indicated 
that active learning has to be shared with other faculty. Some participants noticed 
that students seemed to have a better understanding of course material when 
they used active learning.  
Generally faculty did not observe the effectiveness of active learning. 
Faculty said that no change was noticed but their specific examples indicated that 
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when active learning strategies were implemented to address specific student 
difficulties then faculty noticed that active learning was effective. Some 
participants noticed that students seemed to have a better understanding of 
course material when they used active learning. Participants suggested that it was 
hard to measure good teaching and student learning in general, but it was even 
harder with active learning when there are few models or benchmarks.   
In summary, the innovation of active learning was perceived to be difficult to 
try, complex and confusing, hard to observe the effects of its use, and not 
compatible with methods of teaching currently being used. However, participants 
were virtually unanimous in their perception that active learning was “better” 
than other methods available. 
The Instigation and Integration of Active Learning 
The integration of active learning was generally instigated by a desire to 
provide students with a positive educational experience. Participants wanted to 
give their students either the positive opportunities they had experienced as 
students or save them from boredom.  Participants taught how they would have 
liked to have been taught as students.  
The reinforcement to continue with active learning was also student-
centered. Positive feedback from students encouraged participants to continue to 
use active learning. Feedback came in a variety of forms: engagement in subject 
matter, enthusiasm for ideas, questions students asked that showed interest and 
comments on evaluation forms.  
Faculty development often instigated and helped to integrate active 
learning. Active learning was generally learned about through workshops and 
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conferences and professional reading. Participants spoke positively of the 
Gwenna Moss Centre and agreed there was fairly good support on campus. They 
noted that faculty development could be even more of a driving force, however, if 
it included timely on-site support for integrating active learning and if support 
were available to explore alternatives and possibilities. Participants felt that they 
would benefit from being exposed to and introduced to different teaching 
methods by teaching experts. A parallel situation that helps to explain this is 
when one participant mentioned a new computer-aided instructional tool and 
another participant had not heard of that innovation and wanted to know how it 
worked. An instructor cannot ask for help with something that is he or she is 
unaware of so, although technical support was readily available if participants 
knew what they wanted to do, creative and innovative support was reported to be 
lacking.  
In the spirit of experimentation, new practices became integrated in 
participants’ teaching through trial and error. The implementation and 
evaluation cycle was long and required patience. Methods that became integrated 
into practice addressed a particular question or concern in a timely fashion. 
When a method worked, it was integrated and continued to be used.  
When participants told stories of what initially involved them with active 
learning in their undergraduate teaching and what stayed with them throughout 
their careers, some commented that it was just part of who they were. There was 
a personal style and/or a content match. Content that was about active 
involvement made active learning a natural choice for instruction. Individuals 
who felt that they were the kind of people who liked to involve others and liked to 
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be involved liked to use strategies that involved students. More reserved 
individuals seemed skeptical of more “gregarious” types of strategies. One 
individual felt that it was an imposition on students to ask them to do things in 
class. In this case, active learning was not a personal style match.  
Smaller seminar-type classes seemed to lead to early use of participative 
strategies. In two cases, individuals who used active learning in their earliest 
teaching experiences were initially trained as teachers. In another two cases, 
“active learning” was viewed as another way to say “scientific method.” These 
individuals had been trained to think in an active learning way in their 
undergraduate education and in their home countries. One person had a “trial by 
fire” experience when thrust into using a form of active learning by a senior 
colleague who sat in on classes. Another individual learned of other things to 
incorporate into classes and began experimenting to see how to make classes 
more beneficial to students by gradually adding more and more into classes over 
time.  For two individuals, active learning information coincided with a perceived 
problem related to difficult concepts and resulted in personal “signature” 
pedagogies over time. 
Question 1--Summary 
Participants indicated that active learning was complex, not easy to try, 
difficult to observe, and not compatible with other teaching methods currently in 
use. Active learning was, however, thought to be more effective than other 
teaching methods.  
Participants were using active learning even though restraining forces 
related to the innovation outnumbered driving forces 53 to 32.  It seemed that 
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faculty had certain perceptions about active learning and its integration but their 
actual practice was not always in alignment with these perceptions. For example, 
participants said that changing from lecture to active learning was a big change, 
but it appeared that most participants had made small incremental changes over 
time.  
Triggered by early student experiences, eight participants claimed to like 
teaching in general and had included some form of active learning at some point 
in their teaching. Fueled by a desire to create positive learning experiences for 
students and encouraged by student engagement and enthusiasm, practices 
introduced early in their careers had become integrated into their professional 
practice over time through experimentation.  Participants tried various active 
learning strategies in their classes and kept what worked and discontinued what 
did not work. With two exceptions, faculty did not add new pedagogies in more 
recent years. After developing a personal “signature pedagogy” early in their 
careers, they continued to use and “tinker” with this pedagogy. 
Question 2—The Person 
“What were the personal driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms? What 
were faculty members’ driving desires?” This section reports on driving and 
restraining forces related to the individual regarding the integration of active 
learning strategies into their teaching repertoires and outlines participants’ 




   
Personal Driving and Restraining Forces 
Of the three categories of forces, only personal forces had more driving 
forces than restraining forces (Table 5.2.). Driving forces were more than triple 
the restraining forces. Each sub-category will be examined separately.  
Table 5.2  
Driving and Restraining Forces Related to the Person 
Category Driving Restraining Difference 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
The person 63 19 44D  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Career goals 5 1 4D 
Roles 3 4 1R  
Life stages 3 1 2D  
Personal style 11 0 11D 
Values/beliefs 20 5 15D  
Resonance  6 0 6D 
Process of change 12 8 4D 
 
Career Profile and Goals 
 Tenure was a major driving force for participants. One participant on a 
term teaching contract pursued the scholarship of teaching for career 
advancement. The effect of including more active learning on professional status 
was of concern to half the group because interest in other areas took time away 
from active learning—and vice versa. 
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Roles of the Professoriate 
Some participants wondered how their role might change if they included 
more active learning. The perception of teaching within the role of the professor 
was a factor. Viewing teaching as an academic and scholarly activity was a driving 
force. Participants often referred to the perceived importance of teaching within 
their departments as a driving force. Most felt that teaching was valued in their 
departments and there was a strong history of that perception. One individual 
who had stated a personal affinity for teaching felt alienated when this value was 
not shared departmentally.  
Engaging students through active learning might blur the distinction 
between student and teacher which might have a negative effect if an individual 
has constructed professional identity that has the teacher as the disseminator of 
wisdom. The view of teaching and the role of the teacher impact the value placed 
on teaching and the amount of energy that a person is willing to put into an area 
based on that value. Although the literature suggested that professional and 
personal autonomy is a potential restraining force this group, felt that this 
autonomy could actually be a driving force giving faculty the freedom to choose to 
use active learning. 
One participant commented that the construction of professional identity 
happens quickly. Determining what a university professor does also happens 
quickly. This attitude is further narrowed by content area. For example, “this is 
what a History, Economics, English, Marketing, or Education professor does” 
(N11, 12b). A rapidly-set professional identity might be a restraining force if the 
individual does not see teaching as an important and valued part of that role. In 
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that case, making the effort to include active learning might not be important or 
fit with that perception at all. If teaching is not perceived to be a major part of the 
role then putting effort into that aspect would actually make no sense.  
Various activities in which professors engage generally complement their 
content but not the process of teaching. Attending faculty development sessions 
on teaching and focusing on teaching were welcome breaks from other 
responsibilities and a way to meet and share a similar interest with faculty from 
other colleges.  
Life Stages 
All participants were in their 40s and 50s. All but two had academic 
university careers spanning 18 years. There were no new faculty members in this 
group. The two participants with minimal years at the university were on term 
contracts. Although I was not looking for information about personal lives, 
participants spoke openly and candidly about their long-term committed marital 
relationships. With one exception, it appeared that all participants had stable 
personal lives as well as tenured, stable work lives. 
Only one restraining force was offered in this category. One individual 
revealed in the interview that it was harder to teach when students might 
consider this individual “old” and “not cute or hip anymore” (N28). From the 
other stories, it became apparent that confidence came with successive positive 
experiences. 
Personal Style 
Active learning suited participants’ personal styles. Several individuals 
relished taking risks and were easily bored. One individual mentioned feeling 
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confident about teaching and another commented that active learning “relieves 
the pressure to be the ‘expert.’” One participant felt strongly that the combination 
of the content and the personality type was important (N26). It was also 
mentioned that feeling safe at work was important in order to take risks in 
teaching. Overall there was a resonance with teaching and a personal desire to 
improve the quality of education for students. 
Values and Beliefs 
Full-study participants were intrinsically motivated about teaching and 
active learning, and felt a personal resonance with teaching and a desire to 
improve the quality of education for students. Participants shared what they 
loved about teaching offering another possible source of driving forces. All but 
one of the stories indicated that the interactions with students and student 
engagement were personally important. Participants relished the genuine 
involvement and interest of students in class.  All participants reported that they 
wanted to see students succeed. One individual, who found learning magical, 
enjoyable and enriching, wanted to share this personal enthusiasm with students. 
Shared beliefs about teaching were that students bring knowledge with 
them and participants desired to help their students develop wisdom. Faculty 
understood the progressive nature of learning for themselves as well as for 
students. Participants felt they would value active learning as a student. One 
participant raised the questions of “Why are we teaching?” and “What value do 
we offer to people?” and “What value do we offer to the marketplace” (N3.1)? This 
respondent suggested that how these questions are responded to determine how 
an individual chooses to teach.  
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Participants’ personal values showed a strong desire to improve the quality 
of education for students. They were interested in teaching better, this was a 
personal choice, and there was a sense of achievement in doing so. It was worth it 
personally to them. Participants felt good helping others. They desired 
consistency between their beliefs about how people think/learn and how they 
teach. One respondent’s mother was a teacher and felt that this influenced a 
connection to teaching.  
Only five restraining forces surfaced in this category. The stories of two 
participants revealed a lack of alignment between what they said they valued and 
what they actually did. In both cases, there were initial stated values in favor of 
teaching in general and active learning specifically but both these individuals 
revealed over time that teaching was difficult and exhausting. Both participants 
believed that students only learn what they are directly told through lecture, and 
that active learning either leaves too much up to chance or that students are not 
responsible or capable enough of participating in active learning. Another 
participant reported rumors that teaching was not going so well in other 
departments. Stories of less-than stellar teaching might be a restraining force.  
Resonance with the Innovation 
Resonance with the innovation of active learning was closely tied to 
personal values and beliefs about teaching in general and active learning 
specifically. Positive student experiences, being exposed to teachers who used 
active learning, and experiences with active learning as a student were all driving 
forces. Conversely, negative experiences as a learner were also a driving force. 
Another driving force was using active learning in other settings prior to coming 
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to campus. The lack of faith in the effectiveness of active learning and discomfort 
with student “noise” and direct involvement in the process were both highlighted 
as restraining forces. 
Process of Change 
Change was inspired in a number of ways. Comfort and familiarity with 
course content provided the security to experiment with new teaching methods. 
Participants revitalized their teaching by attending workshops, updating their 
teaching plans, incorporating successful practices, and experimenting over time. 
Change was slow and organic. Teaching evolved over the course of their careers. 
A focus on teaching competence and course design renewal was fun and 
stimulating for one individual who claimed perennial dissatisfaction and easily 
ensued boredom. 
One individual appreciated being observed by a colleague. Another felt 
giving and receiving encouragement was helpful. Several restraining forces were 
offered. Participants felt that teachers teaching how they were taught prevented 
innovation. Other restraining forces were fear, stress, feeling drained by teaching 
in general, and not feeling comfortable or “expert” with the content.   
Driving Desires 
 For seven participants, teaching was personally rewarding and 
challenging. Faculty were driven to active learning by desires to provide a quality 
learning experience for students, to teach as they wish they had been taught, and 




   
Question 2—Summary 
Integrating active learning was personal desire as well as a personal and 
professional fit. Participants revealed a strong desire to be effective teachers. Not 
surprisingly for a group already using the innovation, participants’ values, beliefs, 
career goals, resonance with the innovation, life stage, and personal style were all 
driving forces for the inclusion of active learning in their undergraduate classes.  
The only restraining force offered by participants was tensions within the 
professorial role. Perhaps it is more reflective of the stories and comments of 
participants to say that the multiplicity of the professoriate role was a restraining 
force.  
Question 3—The Context 
“What were the contextual driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms? What 
was the “right” climate for faculty? How did faculty feel rewarded?” For the 
participants in this study, the context played a smaller role in the integration of 
active learning than the literature review suggested. Faculty freely shared their 
experiences and perceptions regarding the environments in which they worked. 
Of particular interest were the occasions when the reported symptoms and the 
observed signs lacked congruency. 
Contextual Driving and Restraining Forces 
Participants’ comments pointed to faculty development and policy as 
driving forces for active learning, but that the culture, rewards, peers, and 
students were restraining forces. Table 5.3 shows more restraining forces than 
driving forces in the category. In this section, each category will be explored.  
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Table 5.3  
Driving and Restraining Forces Related to the Context 
Category Driving Restraining Difference 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Context 63 86 23R 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Culture 14 22 8R 
Policy 12 4 8D 
Rewards 10 15 5R 
Faculty Development 12 0 12D 
Peers 3 19 16R  
Students 12 26 14R 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Culture and the Innovation 
The culture of the organization was frequently mentioned by 
participants—so frequently, in fact, that it became its own sub-heading in this 
category. Although some driving forces had been experienced by participants, 
others were “wishes” or “shoulds” they believed would encourage active learning 
and teaching. Participants speculated that a culture favourable to teaching would 
have special places for people to gather and talk about teaching, scheduled 
teaching rituals, positive teaching experiences would be discussed more often, 
and people would use teaching-friendly language. Much of the discussion around 
culture had to do with the desire for informal sharing and story-telling about 
teaching in comfortable settings like a learning commons where experiences with 
active learning could be shared collegially over coffee. Participants wanted to be 
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around others who were also excited about teaching to share specific techniques 
and positive exciting stories.  
Participants felt that active learning and a keen interest in teaching were 
“permitted” but not actively encouraged on campus. Participants perceived that 
the culture emphasized research and writing with “bean counting” articles taking 
precedence over teaching. Teaching was not identified with “the path to success.” 
Being a good teacher was seen as a bonus but hardly a requirement. Participants 
commented on the low status of teaching on campus, stating that the culture 
needed to change to value teaching. 
As an example of how quickly a positive success-sharing discussion could 
shift, one particular discussion shifted from general comments about 
“institutional indifference” that is satisfied with “adequate” teaching to systemic 
discrimination of teaching and a lack of systemic embedding of teaching in the 
culture of the institution. When sharing specific experiences regarding active 
learning, stories were positive and lively, but as participants began discussing the 
organization more generally, they became more negative and skeptical. 
Participants’ direct experiences with active learning were positive but their 
perceptions of the organization were neutral at best. Collectively, they quickly 
created a microcosm of the negative culture they were criticizing.   
Some participants felt that the environment was not safe to be 
instructionally innovative, but others felt that as tenured professors they were 
free to do all the innovating they wished. A perceived downside of professional 
autonomy was that, when reviews by others have almost no impact on one’s 
work, there is little or no pressure in any direction.  One individual felt collegially 
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isolated by the desire to improve students’ learning experiences. This individual 
had also reduced the amount of active learning included in undergraduate classes 
over the years only integrating active learning if it was required for that course or 
when others were also “doing it.”  This individual was perhaps the most swayed 
by the organizational culture. Faculty felt pressured to “get through the course.”  
Time to try things out and experiment in teaching was time away from other 
activities.  
Policy and the Innovation 
In general, policies were more of a driving force than a restraining force. 
Participants indicated that policies regarding teaching and active learning were 
neutral at best. As one participant was clear to point out, faculty control almost 
every aspect of their teaching including how many courses they teach, under what 
policies, how they are evaluated, and the performance standards. Participants 
reported a greater emphasis on teaching in all appointment and promotion 
proceedings, and three participants indicated that a greater emphasis on teaching 
in all appointment and promotion proceedings would be moderately effective in 
increasing active learning.  
The survey revealed some support for government agencies and 
foundations making more money available for research and experimentation on 
ways to improve teaching effectiveness. Doing more to determine how much 
students have learned in their courses, having support, being relieved from 
administrative responsibilities to experiment, and using technology to simplify 
some things would buy time for increasing active learning. Participants 
mentioned teaching dossiers as being driving forces as well.  
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Restraining forces in this area were criteria that emphasized research, 
recruitment conflicts, and blaming the organization when it is within the purview 
of faculty to innovate in their teaching as much as they wish to.  One participant 
stated that organizationally there are “lots of words [but] not too much action” 
supporting active learning specifically and teaching generally. Participants 
questioned whether sufficient resources would be available if one were to decide 
to include even more active learning. An example was shared regarding a lack of 
funding for field trips. Field trips support active learning. Competition for 
resources became a concern along with a stated organizational value of active 
learning but not the dollars to support that value.  
Rewards and the Innovation 
Restraining forces outnumbered driving forces in this category. 
Participants struggled with conflicting messages in the university reward 
structure expressing that, although the “talk” was there, the “walk” was not. 
Three participants indicated that more money available for research and 
experimentation on ways to improve teaching effectiveness from government 
agencies and foundations would be moderately effective and rewarding. There 
was some support for small grants for faculty members who wished to 
experiment with, evaluate, and publish their findings regarding new methods of 
instruction. Prizes and other forms of recognition for good teaching, profiling 
award winning teachers, and appointing “teaching chairs” would be rewards that 
demonstrated that teaching was valued.   
The teaching dossier in the new tenure and promotion guidelines was also 
felt to be a driving force. However, the driving force that consistently surfaced 
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was positive comments and ratings from students, and to be known as a better 
teacher. That type of reward was important, meaningful, and sustaining to 
faculty. Discussions were lively regarding the mixed message that is sent when 
“relief” from teaching is offered as a reward. 
Faculty shared their collective perception that research merit increases go 
on the salary but teaching merit does not. Participants indicated that a one-time 
teaching merit bonus of $1000 (rather than an increment of the same to the base 
salary that occurs with research) was a restraining force. The lack of institutional 
recognition with lots of “lip service” but no real encouragement was another 
restraining force. One participant questioned the lack of “Canada Teaching 
Chairs” and research relief for outstanding teachers.  
Repeatedly participants commented on conflicting messages given 
through the university reward structure; being a teacher has not been highly 
regarded or rewarded organizationally. A competitive promotion system actively 
discourages teaching. According to this group, apparently no one is promoted 
simply on good teaching, and participants commented that the dean or 
department could not step in and reward.  
Even though participants acknowledged that on paper teaching is valued, 
participants felt that it was not. Basically participants felt that the current reward 
structure remained unfairly skewed to research and that teaching was not 
adequately valued through the existing reward structure. Ironically one 
participant indicated that more time needs to be invested in research to yield 
small rewards while a small amount of time invested in teaching can make a big 
difference. It was the perception of one participant that “you can get away with 
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bad teaching if you are good at other things” (N29). All participants present at the 
time were discussing unfair reward practices. There was no disagreement on this 
topic. It seemed to be simply a pragmatic, non-judgmental observation. There 
was not a mean-spirited or resentful feel to it. Participants were simply observing 
that the rewards for teaching and research were not equal, and that if teaching 
and research were to be considered and valued equally, as they are on paper, then 
the rewards should be too. 
Faculty Development and the Innovation 
Overwhelmingly participants spoke highly of their professional and faculty 
development experiences. Their participation in this study was testament to that. 
There were no restraining forces in this sub-category. Sharing stories and 
experiences was a development opportunity that they found inspiring and 
informative.  
Workshops and conferences were the most frequently accessed forms of 
faculty development. Interdisciplinary workshops on teaching provided a break 
from routine and connection with like-minded individuals. The notion of 
“communities of practice” was unfamiliar to them and had not been consciously 
used. Although, the fact that many of the participants in the study knew each 
other, it could be that informal communities of practice exist on campus. 
Instructional coaching, professional reading, and workshops were, in the 
past two years, the most effective forms of faculty development respondents had 
experienced. Reading teaching dossiers, sitting in on the classes of others, 
analyzing sample lectures, and having informal conversations with other teachers 
about teaching were also identified as effective forms of faculty development. 
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Readily available support and assistance for teaching would be at least 
moderately effective as a driving force. Eight participants related experiences of 
appropriate professional development that helped with skills and techniques, and 
considered this a driving force. 
Peers and the Innovation 
From the stories and perceptions offered by participants, the attitudes of 
colleagues and peers had tremendous impact. Positive feedback from senior 
colleagues, receiving offers of help from others, and being valued by 
administrators and other teachers were driving forces. There was unanimous 
interest in discussing active learning and knowing about the experiences of others 
and considerable interest in working with colleagues about including more active 
learning. Six of seven participants were interested in coordinating their efforts 
with others to maximize the effects of including more active learning, helping 
other faculty with active learning, and keeping others informed about their 
progress of including more active learning. 
Restraining forces outnumbered driving forces by far. Although seven 
participants would like to be engaged with others, no one indicated that 
engagement with others was happening on other than a small informal basis. 
Although it was felt that coordinating efforts with others could maximize the 
effects of active learning and there was a desire to help other faculty with active 
learning, participants generally indicated a lack of collegial support. One 
participant indicated that the attitudes among faculty in the departmental culture 
had a negative impact on motivation regarding teaching. That said, six 
participants (including the person who made this comment) said that the culture 
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in their departments was positive towards teaching. One might speculate that 
word of mouth about other departments is non-conducive to teaching with 
second-hand tales trumping first-hand experiences.  
A group of restraining forces came to light regarding multiple instructors 
teaching multiple sections of the same course. Except when a group decides to 
include active learning, coordinating efforts to maintain consistent and fair 
practices in teaching to keep the playing field level for students seemed to mean a 
default to lecture-based instruction. Linking with colleagues and teaching 
collaboratively with colleagues who might not share the same enthusiasm were 
restraining forces. Teaching multiple sections of a course that need to be 
consistent with each other and providing consistent delivery were also perceived 
to be restraining forces. Participants cited peer reviewers who valued the lecture, 
teachers teaching how they were taught, peers’ fear of “loss of control” in 
classroom, and colleagues’ and administrators’ discomfort with active learning as 
restraining forces.  Four participants indicated that being interested in teaching 
often alienated them from their colleagues. Professorial autonomy, content 
specialization, isolation, and fragmented communication among faculty members 
were cited as division and restraining forces.  
Students and the Innovation 
All participants spent at least 30% of their time teaching. It might be likely 
that faculty spend more time with students than with colleagues. Positive 
feedback from students was an effective and sustaining driving force. Students’ 
satisfaction, success, enthusiasm, interest in the content, and ability were all 
encouraging to faculty. Faculty liked being appreciated by their students and 
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evaluated highly. Mandatory student evaluations for all courses and sections were 
discussed. Five participants reported that doing more to determine how much 
students have learned in their courses would be at least considerably effective in 
motivating them to include more active learning. Student demand was also a 
driving force.  
One individual commented that teaching changes were made because of 
student feedback. Although limited to five content changes of a minor nature in 
first-year courses, one respondent shared that there was no limitation to the 
changes can be made to teaching methods. Another participant made 
instructional changes in order to have classes be more meaningful and relevant to 
students. One participant used active learning to link theory with the “real 
world.” Faculty want to teach in a way that is compatible with the needs of the 
students modifying their use of active learning based on the student experiences 
and feedback. Participants wanted to know more about how active learning 
affects students and about evaluating the impact on students. Some participants 
were concerned about student attitudes towards active learning. Overall, positive 
feedback and excitement from their students about what and how they were 
learning was a driving force for faculty.  
 While positive student feedback is such a strong driving force, the 
converse is also true according to faculty. According to participants, the response 
of students to active learning has the potential to be a strong restraining force, 
although more restraining forces than driving forces were associated with 
students. Faculty discussed that student resistance and expectations for 
traditional conservative methods, complaints, and pressure for PowerPoint and 
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to supply handouts were restraining forces. “Rate–my-professor” was mentioned 
specifically as a restraining force but not as a driving force. Faculty had concerns 
about competition among students, the current diversity of the student 
population, the ability of students admitted to the academy under special 
circumstances to handle the work, the perceived ability, competence, and 
preparedness of students, students not wanting to do much work out of class, and 
a general concern about how marks are affected by active learning.  
 There was discussion about students being more conservative about 
teaching methods than faculty were, having traditional beliefs about what 
constituted good teaching. Student compliance was given as another restraining 
force. One individual who mentioned student approval several times and wanted 
to be considered a good teacher did not want to “impose” activities on the 
students. Another individual indicated that how a course is categorized makes a 
difference on how students view the course and the expectations they have for 
how the course is taught.  
Time and the Innovation 
“Time” was mentioned so frequently by participants that this theme 
requires separate consideration. The majority of participants agreed that they 
were concerned about not having enough time to organize each day to include 
more active learning and about the conflict between interests in including more 
active learning and other responsibilities. As one participant stated, “lack of time 
and institutional recognition remain the major factors limiting adoption of these, 
and other, teaching innovations” (N506). Time was discussed as a driving force 
and a restraining force. How to manage one’s time, use one’s time and spend 
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one’s time were often topics of conversation. Participants indicated that they 
looked for direction about how to make best use of their time given conflicting 
messages and challenging reward structures. Workload and the time needed to 
meet that workload definitely had an impact on motivation to teach let alone 
experiment with alternate teaching strategies, and, if at the end of the day, one is 
faced with no reward or acknowledgement from peers, the institution, or 
students, one is hard pressed to continue on in the same manner. Even when 
there was some indication that including active learning was not taking too much 
time, it still was some time and that required careful consideration.  
The Right Climate for the Integration of Active Learning 
 Faculty hypothesized that the “right climate,” a climate conducive to the 
integration of active learning, would be one in which teaching was valued by the 
institution, peers, and students. The language used to discuss teaching would 
indicate respect and value. Faculty members could meet casually and share 
success stories and trade teaching ideas across departments and universities. 
Discussions about teaching would occur regularly at department meetings. 
Rewards for teaching would equal those offered for other scholarly pursuits. 
Faculty development support would be “just in time” and focus not only on 
techniques but also on possibilities. Policy would be supportive but not 
demanding.  
 Participants noted that the current reality was somewhat different. Peers 
were not always supportive, students sometimes resistant, policy neutral at best, 
and the lack of time always a thorn in the side. That said, these participants add 
integrated active learning regardless of the restraining forces they felt existed. 
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How Faculty Felt Rewarded 
 Although participants hypothesized that organizational rewards on par 
with rewards and acknowledgements awarded for other aspects of professorial 
scholarship would be motivating forces these individuals had integrated active 
learning without such rewards in place. Moreover, not one mention was made of 
having received teaching awards although some participants had. Simply, faculty 
members were intrinsically motivated to use active learning and felt most 
rewarded by the engagement, enthusiasm, interest, and success of students.  
Question 3—Summary 
In summary, faculty development, positive interactions with students, and 
benevolently neutral policy were perceived to be driving forces. Participants 
indicated that the restraining forces were more prevalent than the driving forces 
in this category. 
Question 4—The Interaction of Forces  
“What were the perceived driving and restraining personal and contextual 
forces, and possible interactions of these forces which might contribute to the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms as 
revealed through the stories, anecdotes, written responses, and surveys of 
selected faculty claiming to use active learning?” In reviewing the driving and 
restraining forces, the category relating to the person was the only one of the 
three that had an overall greater number of driving forces than restraining forces. 
Both the other categories were tipped towards restraining forces. Faculty 
development, policy, and the advantage of active learning over other forms of 
teaching were the only sub-headings that carried more driving forces than 
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restraining forces. The use of active learning in undergraduate classes seemed to 
not be driven by the institution or the outstanding qualities of active learning 
itself, but rather by the personal choices of individuals who felt a kinship to active 
learning pedagogically and personally. Although these individuals felt active 
learning was better than other teaching methods, they still wanted more evidence 
to support that and generally they did not feel that there were adequate 
benchmarks or models to help navigate the complexity of active learning. In 
addition, participants reported that active learning was not easy to try nor 
particularly compatible with currently used methods. They believed that the 
messages and rewards regarding teaching and research were conflicting. Given 
the complexity and demands of the professorial role, there was little time left to 
devote to active learning. They perceived little payback or status to teaching or 
being a “good” teacher. Time and energy tied up in (teaching) activities yielded 
little positive return; putting time into teaching was like investing in a losing 
stock. 
Given that rather bleak overview of restraining forces compared to the 
rather short list of driving forces, what then instigated participants to use active 
learning? The separate forces seemed weighted to the restraining side by sheer 
numbers and yet active learning was still being used.  What else was going on? 
This section presents possible explanations based both on the stories and 
perceptions shared by faculty participants and the inconsistencies I observed. 
Problems, Solutions, and Personal Fit 
 Participants chose to use forms of active learning that personally fit with 
their values and beliefs.  The form of active learning each person used developed 
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over time, but most often began with the serendipitous convergence of a 
“problem” and the “solution” to the problem being a particular form active 
learning. This form of active learning then became their personal signature 
pedagogy. The convergence of the desire to be an effective educator, and valuing 
education and students, a pressing problem related to students not 
understanding a difficult or complex concept, and timely information on active 
learning that seemed to have resulted in these instructors using active learning.  
Perceptions of Students and Student Reactions 
 How faculty participants viewed students seemed to impact their 
perceptions of teaching. Generally, faculty had respect for students, and 
enthusiasm for working with students and wanting to help them in their studies, 
but now and then comments were made that indicated doubts about students. It 
was almost as if there were better students there could be better teaching. On the 
other hand, several stories indicated that the more “freedom with guidance” 
students were given the more they flourished and stepped up to be even more 
engaged in the learning process. 
When faculty tried something new and the students responded favorably 
with direct feedback (written comments on evaluations or casual comments 
about the class in passing or indications of engagement and enthusiasm). 
Participants found this encouraging and indicated that they were more apt to 
continue with that process. That enthusiasm led to including more active 
learning. Conversely, faculty members were discouraged by negative feedback 
from students and student demands for “all the answers” given in handouts and 
PowerPoint classes. In the private act of teaching, the students are the only others 
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involved in the process and their feedback carried weight. Seldom did faculty 
indicate that support was available from colleagues although they indicated that 
they wished that support was there.  
Personal Confidence 
 Confidence in one’s abilities played a large role. A persona of easy going 
confidence in general characterized participants who integrated active learning in 
their teaching. This confidence did not seem to hinge on one’s abilities to teach as 
much as confidence in general and perhaps a sense of security in their positions.  
Conversely, one of the two participants who did not use active learning 
appeared to lack confidence in teaching abilities as well as student abilities. This 
respondent found teaching exhausting and felt that active learning was an 
imposition on students, and personally did not enjoy being active in workshops 
or at conferences and did not want to make students uncomfortable by engaging 
them in activities. Another participant in this study capitulated to student 
requests for PowerPoint and handouts even though this individual claimed that 
those methods were not conducive to learning. This individual’s confidence also 
seemed low being easily steered by student demands against better professional 
judgment. 
Four participants have had significant positions of leadership on campus 
at one time or another in the preceding four years. They are successful, open, 
gregarious individuals who are passionate about their content areas and about 
students and teaching. They appear to have the confidence to take risks and be 
comfortable with “failure.” As one participant clearly stated, being tenured meant 
doing as one wanted without fear of recrimination.  
 149
   
Participants who used active learning the most were willing to take risks, 
reassess, redesign, be unpopular, and to push the norms. They seemed less 
dependent on the good opinions of others and did what they felt was best for 
students. All participants using active learning sincerely felt that by using active 
learning they were improving the quality of education for their students.  
 In addition, five faculty participants expressed their willingness to share 
control. They indicated that the more they let go, the more students became 
enthused and engaged.  The use of active learning was reinforced in situations 
where faculty had implemented active learning to address specific problems 
students were having and students “got it.” The participants who had a 
commitment to active learning (as opposed to just using active learning now and 
then) demonstrated a spirit of inquiry. Their spirit of inquiry extended to 
teaching. Teaching was an on-going challenging and rewarding experiment. 
The Other Side of the Coin 
Two participants did not use active learning as frequently as they first 
indicated. In one case, the individual actually did not use active learning at all 
and had serious doubts about the effectiveness of active learning in the delivery of 
content stating that information and the classroom could be better controlled 
through lecture. This person seemed quite fearful about making a mistake, losing 
time, or not reaching students. In both cases the individuals expressed concern 
about the ability of students. They did not speak confidently of students’ abilities 
and were saddened that students had become less able over the years.  
One participant was on a term contract and had not been teaching on 
campus long. This individual tended to go with the status quo. When supported 
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by a colleague to include active learning, active learning was used. In a class with 
multiple sections where instructors were mandated to employ active learning, it 
was also favoured; but, independently, active learning was not used. This person 
indicated that it was too time consuming, that the evaluation component was 
onerous, and students were both resistant and less able than students taught 
years ago.  This individual felt different from departmental colleagues, using 
descriptors of “weird” and “kooky.”  Perhaps active learning was believed to be 
not serious enough for a university classes. This belief was apparent in both the 
cases of individuals who paid lip service to active learning, one feigning 
enthusiasm and the other blatantly doubting its effectiveness. In both cases, 
however, the influence and beliefs of esteemed peers seemed to have some impact 
on personally held beliefs.  
Change  
 Chapter 2 introduced Lewin’s model (1951) of change of unfreezing, 
forming, and freezing. This section examines the interaction of forces in these 
terms. 
The Great Thaw  
Systems, and individuals, tend to conserve energy by staying with the 
same rules, established norms or codes, or by having a clear and stalwart vision 
of the future. Tichy (2002) suggested that a situation thaws when dissatisfaction 
with the existing situation, a compelling vision of the future, and positive first 
steps combine to be greater than inertia or the desire to stay the same. The 
situation becomes malleable when the thaw has begun. 
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In this study, participants indicated that they had begun using active 
learning when they had experienced dissatisfaction with the existing situation, 
they had information about what might be more effective, and they tried these 
new methods and had had some success with them. The instructor and the 
strategy made a good fit. In some cases, the dissatisfaction came from the inside 
(boredom, a desire to align philosophical beliefs with practice, or wanting more 
excitement or fun when teaching) and sometimes it came from the outside 
(students struggling with a particular concept, an esteemed senior colleague 
saying “try this,” or needing to conform to the standards for teaching a course in a 
particular way). All had information available to them of some aspect of active 
learning that happened to meet their needs at the time. When they tried these 
new methods, they met with at least a modicum of success. Most commonly, they 
reported this success as positive student feedback and/or increased student 
understanding of previously “difficult” concepts.  
Re-Form  
After initial first steps, faculty further learned and refined their pedagogy 
by accessing various forms of faculty development. Faculty development had 
already been a positive experience for these individuals having supplied answers 
to teaching problems in a serendipitous and timely fashion. Participants 
indicated that they continued to access faculty development in a variety of forms.  
Freeze  
 Over time, participants developed what seemed to be personal signature 
pedagogies. If students spoke to past students of a particular instructor, they 
could expect certain patterns of instruction and, in general, they would not be 
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wrong in assuming so. Although the teaching methods used might differ from 
traditional lecture, these instructors’ methods had re-formed into a tradition 
unique and consistent in their teaching that was not dissimilar to what might be 
expected as the teaching styles of their colleges. Over the course of their careers, 
most participants in this study had developed their own variation of the signature 
pedagogy of their college that seemed unique and persistent to them. The two 
participants fond of new technologies were integrating these into their teaching 
as the resources became available, but that was more a case of availability and 
intrigue with the technologies than a deep dissatisfaction in general. They 
genuinely liked using the technologies. 
 In general, “innovation” was not the norm; finding something that worked 
and refining that was the norm. One participant was continuing to innovate by 
involving students in course design and planning. I do not imagine that this 
participant’s students would have been surprised at that innovation as it was 
consistent with self-reported beliefs in student engagement and ownership and 
was a natural outgrowth of that philosophy. 
 According to participants, student feedback was negative when the style of 
instruction was too different from what the students were expecting either for 
that course or for the college, or when the instructor was not genuinely inspired 
with the strategy he or she was using. In the first situation, if students were 
expecting PowerPoint handouts and lectures and were surprised with lectures 
without handouts and a rigorous set of out-of-class assignments, some 
dissatisfaction seemed to surface. In the second case, if the instructor was 
tentative and unsure about not only how to use a strategy but also of its 
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effectiveness then it seemed that their perceptions of students’ experiences were 
negative. Trying to please students never seemed to be a good idea.   
Question 4—Summary 
 In summary, the participants who actually used active learning in their 
classes believed that students were capable learners and were enthused by 
student engagement and positive informal feedback. These individuals had a 
spirit of inquiry and a calm confidence that might have contributed to having less 
of a need to control classroom dynamics than perhaps than did some others. 
Perceived problems were met with instructional solutions that were a close 
enough fit with existing teaching repertoires to be comfortable. 
Summary of Chapter 5 
 Confidence, a spirit of inquiry, having information about active learning, 
and feeling that active learning was good for students contributed to participants’ 
enthusiasm for active learning specifically and for teaching in general. Not 
surprisingly, two of the participants (both in different areas of science) were also 
engaged in using technology in their classes.  They seemed to like trying new 
things and were excited about what they were doing. All had a sense of 
enthusiasm about their teaching when they were sharing stories of success.  
 If there was a continuum of teaching activities going from least to most 
student engagement, the participant who included students in course design 
would be at the furthest end of the engagement spectrum. These students were 
engaged from the onset and that engagement continued through the course. As 
they prepared to become teachers, this instructor expected students to be both 
involved personally and to involve the students with whom they were working. 
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Meaningful student engagement was modeled. On a more subtle level, all were 
modeling attitudes towards learning as they engaged students. The individual 
who was tentative and needed high control was modeling that. The person who 
regularly had students research and present on course topics was modeling the 
value of everyone being both a learner and a teacher. Not surprisingly, one of this 
respondent’s areas of expertise was in cooperative development.  
I observed that when there was consistency between what the instructor 
claimed to believe and value and what the instructor shared about actual 
classroom practices, the individuals who seemed to be in “alignment” felt more 
relaxed to be around in the group and in the interviews. The two individuals who 
stated one thing but gave examples of other practices that indicated something 
very different were somewhat tentative and ill-at-ease. 
Chapter 6 discusses the findings in light of the literature, and offers 
implications for practice and ideas for further research. Chapter 7 expands on 
other research carried out during the course of my doctoral program and the 
Epilogue integrates personal reflections. 
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CHAPTER 6 
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
Introduction 
Within the more general question of how a “good idea” comes to be 
integrated into practice, the purpose of this study was to determine the driving 
and restraining forces that act on the integration of active learning in 
undergraduate classes by faculty members. In Chapter 5, data were presented in 
relation to the research questions. In this chapter, after a brief review of the 
study, the findings of this study are compared and related to what others have 
found. I share my interpretation of the findings; provide implications for theory, 
further research, and practice; and conclude with a summary that weaves a 
tapestry of significance for the university community. Chapter 7 integrates this 
core study with that of my more general research agenda and, in the epilogue, I 
share insights on my own learning.  
Recapitulation 
After contacting 90 attendees of a teaching and learning conference, six 
individuals agreed to participate in this study. Upon invitation, all six conference 
attendees stated they were interested in and used active learning in their 
undergraduate classes; however, one individual eventually revealed not currently 
using active learning and having reservations, while another had only the time to 
be interviewed. Three more faculty members, who I knew through professional 
connections, were invited to participate. Of these, one person was keen on and 
used active learning, one was neutral and used active learning on occasion, and 
the third person was skeptical and a non-user of active learning. 
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In this descriptive, exploratory, mixed methods study, data were collected 
in a variety of ways over a five-week period and then identified as either a driving 
or restraining force in the categories of the person, the context, or the innovation. 
According to the stories and perceptions of participants in this study, the 
integration and use of active learning in undergraduate classes was driven by the 
personal choices of individuals who felt a kinship to active learning pedagogically 
and personally. Other driving forces were faculty development opportunities, 
neutral policy, student engagement and feedback, and the relative advantage of 
active learning over other forms of teaching. Confidence, a spirit of inquiry, 
timely information about active learning, and a belief that active learning was 
good for students contributed to both the inclusion of active learning in 
undergraduate classrooms and enthusiasm for teaching.  
Several participants had developed a personal signature pedagogy early in 
their careers that was more “active” in its orientation but not in opposition to the 
traditional instructional practices of their disciplines. Although signature 
pedagogies might seem remarkably stable at any one point in time, they, in fact, 
shift in response to changing conditions in the profession and the larger society 
(Schulman, 2005). This shift happened with the individuals in my study.  Rather 
than being driven by changes in the profession or larger society, the integration of 
active learning was apparently triggered by the convergence of the desire to be an 
effective educator, a pressing problem related to students not understanding a 




   
Relating to the Findings of Others 
In the following section, I compare what I found with the findings of 
others beginning with the person, followed by the context, the innovation, and 
change. 
The Individual as Curricular Innovator 
 Overwhelmingly, the individual’s beliefs and values factored in the 
integration of active learning in their undergraduate classes. The extent to which 
beliefs and values were factors was surprising. In the following section, we will 
see that what a person believed about active learning, their students, and 
themselves; their previous experiences and personal processes of change; and 
their life and career stages all played a role in the integration of the curricular 
innovation.  
Professorial Roles 
Given the various aspects of the role of "professor" (Boyer, 1990), how 
does one decide how to spend one’s time when there are many aspects to 
consider? Tenured faculty in this study spent at least 30% of their time teaching 
while term appointments spent over 60% the time teaching. My findings were 
similar to those of Cottrell (2001) in that some faculty took a scholarly approach 
to their teaching even though they felt that the organizational structure did not 
support those initiatives as much as it supported and rewarded research. 
Participants agreed that being a "teacher" has not been highly regarded or 
rewarded organizationally (Miller & Anderson, 2002).  
Although tenured faculty expressed tension between time they allotted to 
teaching and research, they believed they had the freedom to make choices about 
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how to spend their time. Participants generally described their research as 
separate from their teaching (unless they were involved in researching teaching). 
While other activities such as research/writing, serving on committees, or 
supervising graduate students were often mutually reinforcing and time and 
geography-driven, participants indicated that teaching was separate from the rest 
of their academic lives. Similar to meta-analysis of the relation between teaching 
and research done by Marsh and Hattie who stated that, “the common belief that 
research and teaching are inextricably entwined is an enduring myth” (2002, p. 
606), concern was expressed by participants about the tension between the 
mandates to treat teaching and research as equal priorities although they 
believed that teaching and research were not rewarded or recognized equally. 
According to participants in this study, teaching and research were found to be 
distinct and not mutually reinforcing; time spent on research/writing was time 
away from teaching. 
Life Stages, and Career Profile and Goals 
All participants were 40 and older and the majority had university careers 
spanning 15-21 years. Most participants openly discussed their family and home 
life. They were busy with their families and, although at different stages of child-
rearing, all participants had children and all but one had a spouse who they spoke 
of being very supportive. Participants were in the “second half of life,” (Jung, 
1933) a time categorized by a desire to contribute to the larger whole. It would be 
interesting to know the ages and career stages of the individuals who declined the 
invitation to participate in this study. The willingness of individuals to share their 
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experiences and to contribute to the research of another academic was further 
testament to contribute to a larger whole. 
Other than the individuals on term contracts, none of the participants felt 
that their teaching was a ticket to career advancement. There were elements of 
altruism and idealism in their dedication to students and their teaching–they 
derived enjoyment from students’ successes and believed that student success 
was partly their responsibility.  
Values and Beliefs 
Certainly the case in this study, for change to occur there must be 
resonance with an individual’s personal beliefs, attitudes, goals, and values about 
the innovation and its place in their cognitive structure (Gardner, 2004). There 
was resonance between the individual and their teaching methods as well as 
alignment between the content and the teaching methods used. Participants 
wanted to be effective teachers. They believed teaching was important and (all 
but two) liked teaching. Their unabashed excitement and enthusiasm was 
evident. I agree with Fullan’s (2003) notion that it might appear that the context 
cannot be easily changed, but that small changes to the context might be easier to 
make than changing the background of individuals. I question, however, if small 
changes in the context would actually impact an individual’s behavior if their 
values and beliefs are not in alignment with the innovation. 
Participants felt a resonance with active learning because of their own 
personal style and their chosen discipline and specific focus. Participants who 
taught science felt that active learning was the same as a lab–this was how they 
learned their discipline and how they choose to share their knowledge with 
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others. They believed students had to be involved for them to be doing “science.” 
Another individual shared a similar perspective–students must be actively 
engaged in the subject matter. Another participant believed that students could 
develop an understanding of cooperatives by cooperating in the teaching and 
learning process. For these individuals, the method of teaching and the content 
they were teaching were aligned. They were also demonstrating alignment with 
the signature pedagogies of their disciplines; they had accepted and expanded 
these elements of instruction and socialization to be an even better fit with their 
own beliefs and values. 
Although not specifically addressed through data collection instruments, I 
was left with the impression that most participants were positive, optimistic 
individuals in general. They appeared to believe that what they did made a 
difference and they seemed to enjoy the company and camaraderie of others. This 
positive attitude extended to their beliefs about education and their students’ 
ability to learn and succeed. Faculty who incorporated active learning gave the 
impression that they trusted that their students would become involved and that 
they were able learners. 
The Individual’s Process of Change 
 The individual’s process of change had an equal number of driving and 
restraining forces. My findings in this area were congruent with the findings of 
other researchers and scholars in many ways. The evolution of personal signature 
pedagogy is in line with Gardner’s (2004) understanding that mind change is 
gradual and occurs over a significant period of time.  I was surprised to learn 
that, although participants knew about the efficacy of active learning, they 
 161
   
wanted to know more. It was as if participants thought active learning was 
effective, but they still wanted more even information about its effectiveness.  
My findings were similar to those of Csikszentmihalyi (2003), Connor 
(1992), Hodges (2006), Kagan (as cited in Frank, 1988), Kubler-Ross (1969), 
Rogers (1983), and Kahneman and Tversky (1984). The participants who 
abandoned active learning after early unsuccessful trials were skeptical about the 
effectiveness of active learning and the abilities of students. They expressed 
feelings of fear, embarrassment, anxiety, or exhaustion related to teaching.  
Participants had integrated some form of active learning early in their 
teaching (Gardner, 2004). The individual newest to university teaching was also 
the person with the most recent examples of curricular innovation. The time was 
propitious for him (Whyte, 1994).   
In this study, I encountered a degree of resistance to active learning that I 
was not expecting. Although the study was specifically designed to work with 
active learning proponents, I discovered that two individuals had initially 
presented themselves as proponents and then found this to not be true as the 
study went on. I sensed that they both wanted to be part of the group that used 
active learning but they simply were not. Their initial responses in the study were 
positive, but this changed through their negativity and inconsistent stories. This 
is congruent with the findings of several other researchers and scholars. Bok 
(1983), Kekes (1988), Martin (1986), and Nyberg (1993) each suggested that self-
deception and dishonesty might be protection from information overload or 
feelings of guilt.  As Smith (2001) indicated, some are driven by not wanting to be 
seen as incompetent or inadequate, their behaviour is much different than if it is 
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motivated by wanting to be the best they can possibly be which certainly seemed 
to be the case with these two individuals.  
Contrary to the indications of Connor (1992) and Elliott, Kratochwill and 
Roach (2003), participants did not express anxiety regarding the integration of 
active learning, nor did I sense that a tremendous effort was required to make 
changes to instructional practices as was suggested by Darling-Hammond (2001). 
The long, slow process of instructional experimentation was similar to that of the 
creative process outlined by Leonard and Swap (1999) and Samuels and Samuels 
(1975) with stages of preparation, incubation, illumination, and revision 
occurring over a number of years. Participants took time to renovate their 
teaching, but it did not seem that it required intensive study or experimentation 
as was suggested by Darling-Hammond (1998).   
Overall, experienced faculty who believed students were able learners and 
valued education and teaching used active learning, while participants who 
doubted the abilities of students and found teaching stressful did not. Along with 
the freedom of tenure, an individual’s beliefs and values played a key role in the 
integration of active learning. In general, participants wanted to make a 
difference for their students. 
The Context—Driving and Restraining Forces 
The major findings in the area of context are not dissimilar from findings 
in other studies—congruency in organizational rewards and stated values, 
supportive policy, and readily available and timely faculty development are all 
effective driving forces. However, lack of organizational rewards did not deter 
these individuals from using active learning. Policy did not stop them from using 
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active learning, although they did not think it was overly supportive. Regardless 
of policy, study participants used active learning. They spoke highly and took 
advantage of faculty development, finding it informative and invigorating. Large 
classes, inflexible time-tabling, short class periods, lack of collegial support, and 
student resistance were named as restraining forces but, again, they did not stop 
these individuals from using active learning in their classes. They continued to 
use and develop their personal signature pedagogies regardless of the restraining 
forces they cited. We do not know if they would incorporate more active learning 
strategies if there were less restraining forces.  
My review of the literature revealed that the context had an impact on the 
use of active learning. Faculty indicated that the climate is neutral at best, not 
directly preventing or encouraging the use of active learning. Whereas neutral 
policy, faculty development, and student enthusiasm and engagement were 
driving forces, participants felt a lack of support from peers, students, and the 
university reward system. As in Smith (1991) and Bok (2003), participants felt 
that it was not stellar teaching that secured promotion or tenure. Although I am 
unfamiliar with the research agendas of participants, balancing research and 
teaching did not appear to be a dilemma for these faculty members. Participants 
clearly indicated, pragmatically and without malice, that teaching was time away 
from research and research was time away from teaching.  
Similar to Shell (2001) and Panitz (2003), participants felt that students 
were sometimes resistant to active learning preferring signature pedagogies 
(Schulman, 2005) and predictable, traditional instructional methods. 
Participants felt that students, their peers, and administration were not 
 164
   
supportive of active learning. Colleges have reputations for signature pedagogies 
and students expect these signature pedagogies. Medical classes are expected to 
be content-laden lectures, science has labs, and law uses cases. Students have 
been told what to expect and expect to receive just that. This expectation becomes 
a barrier to expanding teaching options because students might not be open to 
different pedagogies, and were resistant to them. However, participants indicated 
that student engagement, enthusiasm, and success were rewarding.  
Although collegial and administrative support was apparently critical 
according to several authors (Larson, 2002; Massey, Wilger & Colbeck, 1994; 
Probst, 2003; Wenger, 1998; Wlodkowski, 2003), participants did not assign the 
same degree of import to this support. The lack of support was noted, but did not 
prevent participants from integrating active learning. Shifting faculty 
demographics were not identified as restraining forces in this study contrary to 
the indications of Massy, Wilger, and Colbeck (1994) and Miller and Anderson 
(2002); nor were professional and personal autonomy or discipline 
specialization. It was noted that the support would be preferable, but that it was 
not critical to these individuals.  
Participants found that faculty development activities were opportunities 
to connect with others interested in active learning (Feist, 2003; Massey, Wilger 
& Colbeck, 1994; Wenger, 1998). Faculty development was meaningful and 
supportive to faculty in this study (Feist, 2003; Pendleton, 2002; Wenger, 1998; 
Wenger, McDermott & Snyder, 2002; Wlodkowski, 2003).  
Similar to the findings of several researchers (Bruhn, Zajac, Al-Kazemi, & 
Prescott, 2002; Olsen & Simmons, 1994; Sandy, Meyer, Goodnough, & Rogers, 
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2000; Shea & Knoedler, 1994; Shell, 2001; Smith, 1991;), for the individuals who 
did not use active learning, there was some tension between stated values about 
the importance of teaching and actions taken to address that importance. This 
incongruence was not evident with other participants.   
The Influence of the Qualities of the Innovation on its Integration 
From the literature, I had believed that an innovation that is too complex, 
too hard to try, too different from what is already in place, too difficult to observe, 
or is not perceived to be better than what is already in place might not be 
implemented (Rogers, 1983, 1995). That was not the case in this study. Even 
though most participants had integrated the innovation into their teaching, they 
indicated that the “implement-ability” of active learning was low; four of the five 
categories had more restraining forces than driving forces. It appeared that the 
relative advantage of active learning trumped its difficulties. According to 
participants, active learning was cumbersome and confusing, difficult to 
integrate, and hard to assess its effectiveness, but they thought it was better than 
what else was available. There was occasionally more of a perception of including 
active learning than actually using active learning.  
The Advantages of Active Learning 
The evidence of several researchers affirms that the effectiveness of active 
learning is compelling in its singular voice of “YES!” (Bligh, 2000b; Bransford, 
Brown & Cocking, 2000; Dunne & Brooks, 2004; Fowler, 2003; Kanthan & Mills, 
2005, 2005b, 2007; Mills, 2003; Russell, Hendricson, & Herbert, 1984; Saxena & 
Mills, in press; Schwartz, 1999; Svinicki, 2004; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1994; Zull, 
2002). Although participants in this study indicated that they would like more 
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information on the ways in which it is effective, they generally felt that the 
innovation was advantageous over other methods—at least from a theoretical 
point of view. They were also unanimous in their desire to have more information 
about the effectiveness of active learning. It seemed that, although they believed 
active learning was effective, they were not convinced of it. 
The Complexity of Active Learning 
This study confirmed the findings of Poindexter (2003), Prince (2004), 
Smith, Sheppard, Johnson, and Johnson (2005), and Schwartz (2004) regarding 
complexity of active learning. All data indicated that participants found it 
complex. The teaching vignettes discussed in Chapter 4 and shared in Appendix 
G-6 illustrated the range of activities that faculty believed to be “active learning.”  
Contrary to Rogers (1995), however, this complexity did not prevent 
participants from integrating active learning in their teaching. It might be that, 
although they considered “active learning” to be complex, it was similar enough 
to signature pedagogies of their disciplines to be familiar. The complexity could 
be reduced by introducing active learning in terms of what other strategies it is 
like and supplying simple definitions and examples. 
Trial-ability of Active Learning 
Although faculty indicated that active learning was not easy to try, a 
common theme was the initial introduction of active learning followed by 
renovating their methods over time. Like McManus (2005) and Bonwell and 
Eison (1991), faculty changed their teaching in small ways and initial trials were 
generally positive enough to continue (Tichy, 2002). Unsuccessful practices were 
abandoned.  
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Compatibility of Active Learning with other Methods 
Active learning could be made to be compatible with currently-used 
instructional methods by making gradual and incremental changes (McManus, 
2005;  Bonwell & Eison, 1991). Faculty used active learning strategies that were 
compatible with the signature pedagogy of their discipline, their values and 
beliefs, and/or with their course objectives.      
Observing the Effects of Active Learning 
If enthusiasm can be equated with perceiving a positive impact and 
advantage over other methods, given the enthusiasm of their stories, participants 
seem to have observed some effects of active learning. Faculty could not easily see 
the results of using active learning unless they observed its effectiveness in 
relation to a perceived problem. If the active learning strategy solved the 
problem, it was effective. There was some discussion about the “seriousness” of 
active learning similar to that found by Panitz (2003).  
Discussion of Findings 
Participants were almost unanimous in their belief that teaching was not 
the path to career advancement.  Bringing neither formal nor informal 
recognition, faculty indicated that being a good teacher was not the way to be 
successful in an academic career, although four of the nine participants in the 
study have held, or are holding, significantly prestigious and influential positions 
on campus. Successful teaching might not be recognized as the path to success, 
but it certainly did not seem to be detrimental. Given that some participants in 
this group are in positions of influence and authority, positive attitudes towards 
active learning might filter throughout the organization.  
 168
   
Participants felt a lack of alignment between organizational enacted and 
stated values. They spoke of the unfavourable language around teaching and gave 
examples such as “research opportunities” and “teaching loads,” suggesting that 
statements such as these further undermine the stated value that research and 
teaching were equal. Faculty did not perceive there to be an alignment of rewards 
with stated organizational values. According to participants in this study their 
greatest rewards came from their contact with students.  
Faculty members who were passionate about teaching regularly attended 
workshops and conferences on teaching and active learning. Timely faculty 
development was important to them and they spoke glowingly of the teaching 
and learning centre on campus. The participants most involved with active 
learning were also engaged in faculty development that provided information 
about teaching and active learning, and offered a forum for like-minded 
individuals to gather and share their common interests across disciplines. 
Conferences and workshops provided several of these participants with time to 
connect with others who were also interested in teaching and introduced them to 
people from outside of their discipline areas. They found richness in gathering 
with others and learning of other perspectives and ways of teaching. Those whose 
interest was revealed to be less than passionate over the duration of the study 
took less advantage of faculty development opportunities. 
Seminar-like classes and senior projects were seen to be conducive to 
using active learning as were flexible curriculum requirements and having control 
of the curriculum requirements. Participants reported that with control of the 
syllabus they felt freer to use active learning. In general, participants indicated 
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that coordinating with others teaching different sections of the same course was 
limiting. However one of the participants who had spoken with great passion and 
enthusiasm for active learning but did not actually use it, employed it more often 
when active learning was a requirement for instruction for a course. Knowing 
that everyone was “doing it” might have helped this individual feel more secure 
and part of a group. As well as providing faculty with structured ways to include 
active learning that are successful with students, faculty might feel safer to be 
instructionally innovative if there is a group that provides support rather than 
feeling different from the majority. 
  Although rewards and faculty development were predicted from the 
literature review, I saw several other forces manifest in this study: the forces of 
negativity, faculty perceptions of students, the alignment of beliefs and actions, 
and the regulating that occurs within the organization and the individual. Each 
will be addressed in turn in the following section. 
Regulating 
Regulating seemed to happen from “within” in two ways: regulating from 
within the organization through policy and peer review and regulating from 
within the individual.  
Contextual Regulating  
While the university is apparently free from the influence of “church and 
state,”  “the ivory tower” is not completely free from the influence of the wider 
community or its own history and traditions. Peer review has become the 
regulating influence to protect an academic’s freedom to explore.  
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Regulating from within the organization occurred through responses to rewards 
and policy, rapid assimilation into the organizational culture, and, as part of the 
assimilation, the influence of peers. Universities are positioned to inquire free 
from the influence of “church or state” with intellectual activities regulated only 
by peers. Indeed, in this study faculty indicated that peers were regulating in 
subtle and distinctive ways beyond intellectual activities.  
A subtle internal regulation revealed in this study was the quick 
assimilation of departmental norms and values by new faculty. Professors already 
have the structure of the signature pedagogy of their disciplines and quickly learn 
to teach like others in their department. Although it is difficult to imagine anyone 
saying, “This is how we teach here in this department and we’d like you teach in 
the same way,” values, attitudes and the signature pedagogy are contagious and 
quickly caught by new faculty which continues and perpetuates the status quo in 
an effective way that requires no effort at all on the part of those doing the 
“sneezing.” To my way of thinking, “sneezing” occurs when norms and values are 
passed along unconsciously through language and actions. A shoulder shrug or 
rolled eyes in response to a story of a teaching success quickly conveys the 
message that the listener is not interested. It is much easier to pass on something 
that is already in place and unconscious than it is to become conscious of the 
existing state, change an existing norm, and pass that along.  
It does not take long at all for an individual—student or professor—to 
catch on to the values and attitudes of a particular academic field or department. 
For example, to receive the reward of high marks a student quickly learns not to 
bring a humanistic creative perspective to a biology exam. From their earliest 
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student days, instructors have already learned—and are most likely comfortable 
with and good at—the signature pedagogy of their chosen academic field. It was 
not surprising that five of the nine participants in this study had academic 
backgrounds in disciplines that valued active involvement in learning; the 
contagious aspects of the discipline had worked in favour of using active learning.  
Internal Regulating  
Using active learning—or focusing time and resources on teaching in 
general—might not only be curtailed from the outside but also from the inside by 
an individual’s values and beliefs related to the norms and values of the context. 
Personal identity, and the identification with a particular identity, might be 
related to departmental norms and indoctrination into a department through 
initial student experiences. Internal regulating occurs through beliefs about one’s 
self and self-identity, through beliefs about the abilities and capabilities of others, 
and beliefs about how one should act in a role which begs the question whether or 
not a person can actually become, and actively display the attributes of, 
something or someone who they do not believe they are. Or can a person who 
does not perceive themselves as a teacher become a teacher? 
The way a person perceives one’s self has implications for how he or she 
prioritizes time and resources. “Researchers” might have difficultly perceiving 
themselves as “teachers” making associations with others who are teachers less 
natural as we tend to associate most with people we believe to be like ourselves 
(Cialdini, 1988). By the time an individual has come to be a professor in a 
particular department, she or he has already been steeped in the norms and 
values of that field and has shown enough alignment with existing beliefs to be 
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allowed entrance. The individual most likely has also formed a personal image of 
“researcher” or “teacher.” People generally do not like to go back on their 
constructed perceptions of themselves (Cialdini, 1988). 
Guiding beliefs about one’s professional identity might play a major part in 
the commitment to or lack of commitment to teaching in general, and active 
learning more specifically. Until the border has been crossed into believing that 
he or she is concerned, interested, or committed to teaching, there might be little 
opportunity for instructional change.  
When we see others doing something, and we think we are like them, we 
are more likely to follow their examples than to think for ourselves (Cialdini, 
1988). Faculty in this study felt a notable absence of support for teaching. 
Although policies and administration were described as “not opposed to” 
teaching, faculty felt that their peers did not merely demonstrate the benign 
neglect of policy and administration but were actively opposed to teaching. If an 
instructor hears or sees what others who he or she perceives to be like them are 
doing, then they are more likely to do that activity as well; but, if an individual 
feels that people who are interested in teaching are “weird” or “unusual” or 
simply not like them, they are less likely to follow that example. For active 
learning to “catch on” in colleges and universities, it might be necessary for 
people with formal and/or informal authority and influence to show interest in 
teaching to the point of being enthusiastic teachers themselves. 
If an instructor makes an initial small commitment to an instructional 
change, then later that same individual is more likely to make a larger 
commitment because he or she has started to see themselves as the kind of 
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person who “does that” (Cialdini, 1988). Once we have set ourselves up to believe 
this new view about ourselves, this initial episode is no longer relevant because 
the belief now has its own “legs” to stand on. Although some faculty in this study 
indicated that it was difficult to add active learning in small ways, it might be 
helpful for instructors to be shown and encouraged to include active learning in 
some small concrete way and to make a commitment to use that small way 
several times to see if it works  for them and their students. Working with an 
instructional or peer coach through this trial period might be just the support an 
instructor needs to integrate this new active learning strategy. 
Individuals gain identity as much from who they are not as they do from 
who they are. One way of developing identity is by knowing who we are not; 
because we are not other, we are who we are.  This extends to what we choose to 
do and what we choose not to do, and, in turn, makes non-participation a 
"defining constituent of participation" (Wenger, 1998, p.168). What we choose to 
not participate in is as relevant in forming identity as what we do participate in.  
Moving from one expert group has the potential to cause internal instability with 
one’s personal and professional identity. Most participants in this study did not 
move from “researcher” to “teacher.” They were interested in teaching from the 
beginning of their careers. They had memorable positive experiences as students 
that contributed to their positive perceptions of the impact of effective teaching. 
They believed that teaching—and effective teaching—could make a difference. 
The other two people in the study actually had doubts about the teach-ability of 
students. This perception about student ability might have colored even the 
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extremely positive initial experiences of one of the individuals. It might be that 
how students are viewed has an impact on how teaching is viewed.  
The Impact and Importance of Rewards 
Providing information and offering incentives for a desired action can be 
motivating (Poindexter, 2003; Cottrell, 2001) and might help decision-making 
about the use and investment of time, but when the stated objectives or goals of 
an organization are not supported or aligned with the reward structure, members 
of the organization can feel torn in the actions they take (Miller & Anderson, 
2002; Probst, 2003; Wenger, 1998). Participants in this study felt that the stated 
values of the organization regarding research and teaching were presented as 
equal, but the actual rewards and the support are not perceived to be equal. 
Faculty perceived little external incentive to make time decisions that favoured 
teaching when organizational values and rewards appear skewed to research. 
Faculty perceptions were that the culture on campus regarding teaching was 
“neutral” at best, not actively discouraging or preventing the inclusion of active 
learning, but certainly not rewarding its use.  
It could be argued, however, that active learning is supported 
organizationally in a quiet way. Faculty development is offered on a regular basis 
for those who wish to be involved. Policies characterized by “benign neglect” 
might, in fact, provide the freedom for teaching practices to evolve naturally over 
time. From another point of view, behaviour which is rewarded tends to increase 
but rewards also have a tendency to reduce internal motivation and creativity 
resulting in short term gain with long term loss (Kohn, 1987).  
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Kirkpatrick (1994) stated that rewards can be intrinsic or extrinsic. I had 
expected to hear more from participants about wanting more organizational 
rewards as indicated in the literature. The existing extrinsic organizational 
rewards were not deemed particularly effective or valued by participants. Faculty 
in this study who used active learning stated on the survey that they were 
primarily intrinsically rewarded and by the personal desire to improve the quality 
of education for students. Stories and comments indicated that these instructors 
felt rewarded by contact with students, the engagement of students in class, and 
by positive feedback from students. These could be forms of extrinsic reward as 
well as feedback that informed faculty they were indeed improving the quality of 
education for their students.  
The more engaged students were the more satisfied were faculty.  The 
engagement and enthusiasm of students was their reward. Although that might 
not be totally an intrinsic motivation or reward, it was a reward and motivation 
that I had not expected to carry so much weight. If active learning promotes 
student engagement and enthusiasm, major motivators for faculty, a self-
perpetuating loop with everyone winning might have a definite impact on the 
university in the marketplace.  
Informed by the findings of this study, one could infer that student 
enthusiasm encourages faculty enthusiasm, faculty enthusiasm encourages 
student enthusiasm, and student enthusiasm creates a positive buzz about a 
university or college which filters into the marketplace and effects student 
recruitment. Regardless of where the self-perpetuating loop starts, it is important 
that it does. The issue is who starts it—the students or the instructors? 
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According to participants, formal student evaluations did not carry the 
weight of informal feedback. Compliments work wonders especially if one 
overhears a positive comment. Evaluations at the end of term were not useful for 
changing teaching behaviours during the term or as meaningful as individual 
comments made about particular activities or classes, or getting involved in class 
by asking questions or participating in class discussions.  
I asked one participant about changes in student evaluations when more 
active learning was introduced. This respondent said that the quantitative aspects 
of the evaluations remained about the same (strongly favourable), but students 
included more positive written comments on their evaluations. The individual 
who was not using active learning spoke more often than others about student 
feedback regarding teaching and frequently mentioned student evaluations. It 
seemed important that this class made a difference to students. This respondent 
spoke of students coming up to comment on how much they enjoyed their class 
and felt good when students enrolled in more than one of this respondent’s 
classes. The informal feedback from students in the form of appreciation and 
engagement sparked the participants in this study. And what better way to 
engage students than by using appropriate and effective forms of active learning? 
This information might be useful for changing teaching behaviours in 
undergraduate classes. One of the most effective ways to change teaching 
behaviours might be for students to “reward” the teaching they like by being 
involved in activities and commenting after class. Bluntly put, students might be 
able to change the way their professors teach by “rewarding” the teaching 
behaviours they want with intermittent positive feedback throughout the term, 
 177
   
and being more engaged in the activities they want to see more of. Student groups 
aware of this information could pass on the information creating a wave through 
the campus community for more engaged and interactive learning—if they were 
truly interested in receiving a more involved educational experience.  As noted 
earlier, and similar to the findings of Kanthan and Mills (2005, 2005b, 2006), 
some resist being more involved because it is perceived to be more “work” but 
there is an overall appreciation of different strategies being used. It would be 
rewarding to hear of students letting their instructors know how much they value 
group discussions or create handouts with their peers rather than pushing for 
complete sets of instructor-made handouts! 
Comments made in this study alluded to the notion that the more faculty 
interact with students the more they felt rewarded “intrinsically.” Faculty could 
seek out more positive reinforcement by providing frequent opportunities 
throughout the term for feedback and by taking the time to chat informally with 
students as they leave class to ask how things are going.  
Faculty Perceptions of Students 
 On occasion, I was surprised by how students were discussed by 
participants. Understanding that what we hear is interpreted in light of our own 
experiences, as an ex-elementary teacher, hearing university students talked 
about as “kids” rather than adult learners tended to catch me off guard! Several 
faculty members in this study spoke fondly of students; it was obvious that they 
enjoyed working with students and most of the faculty involved tended to view 
students as capable and interested learners–and teachers.  
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Notable were the occasions when faculty discussed students as 
irresponsible or as less than capable. Using active learning, which demands 
students be involved and personally responsible for their learning, might cause a 
lack of alignment between actions and beliefs if an instructor believes that 
students are not capable. This perspective was shared by the two faculty members 
who seldom, if ever, used active learning. They spoke somewhat disparagingly 
about their students; they did not trust their students to “get it” if they did not tell 
them what to get nor did they believe that students had the skills to engage with 
the material. One individual wanted to teach students how to read text material 
more effectively. This participant felt that students were apparently less able than 
they once were and that these students could not even read material from a text 
without guidance. They did not want to offend their students and they wanted to 
do what students wanted them to do. One participant in particular, as stated 
earlier, tended to capitulate to student demands for handouts and PowerPoint 
even though it was stated in the group sessions and the interview that these were 
not believed to be valuable. One does not know the truth. It could be that this 
individual was telling me what I might want to hear (active learning is wonderful 
and PowerPoint and handouts are nasty). I do not know what this person really 
thought as contrary positions were revealed over time. Ironically, both these 
instructors were concerned about pleasing their students and about student 
evaluations. On the other hand, the faculty who incorporated active learning in 
their personal signature pedagogies saw their students as capable and interesting, 
and spoke less about student evaluations and more about student engagement.  
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The Impact of Negativity 
Two situations left me drained after the interviews and drained again 
when I listened to the tapes. Both individuals were negative in their comments 
about students describing them as “drowning,” “incompetent,” and “not as good 
as” students in the past.  In both cases, these individuals had doubts about the 
effectiveness of active learning or were feeling pressured or burdened by 
teaching. Discussions in these cases were stilted and slow. I had difficulty 
maintaining focus and was eager to be on my way. It seemed that these 
individuals were putting up road blocks. I left the meeting feeling exhausted 
which  was a contrast to the “converted” group–in perceptions and in feelings–
where discussions and interviews were lively and the energy built and 
synergistically grew as success stories were shared. They were doing what they 
wanted to be doing and felt they had the freedom to exercise that–though not 
always receiving the support. They were doing what they wanted to be doing. At 
the very least, they perceived themselves to be using some degree of active 
learning and made very few comments that would indicate they thought they 
should be doing more or doing things differently. They were at ease—and easy 
going. They seemed to have confidence in what they were doing.  
From these two more negative interviews came new insights into 
restraining forces. There was an element of “I should be but I’m not.” Their 
actions were not in alignment with their own stated values. If there is a growing 
trend towards using active learning in undergraduate classes, then an individual 
might be also be “left out;” there is the potential for being out of alignment in that 
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way as well. I wondered about the impact of negativity in a group setting–it had 
been very difficult for me one-on-one.  
The other individual who was fairly negative and somewhat jaded in the 
interview was more positive in the group setting. It could be that the tone was 
contagious or it was just a different day. The interview questions might have 
indeed “dug a little deeper” and unearthed some other feelings or perhaps there 
was openness in the privacy of the interview situation. In all other interviews the 
views presented in the group setting aligned. The other individuals were 
consistent across the board. 
Alignment 
 The study was structured to allow for the deepening of stories and the 
revelation of possible inconsistencies over time. I chose to structure the study in 
this way because I had noticed over the years that the first stories people choose 
to share are often not the full story or even the real story, and that stories change 
and evolve over time and are sometimes dependent on the audience—although it 
might be that I only hear things differently and really listen over time. It made 
sense to me to design a study that took the potential for the deepening of stories 
into account and allowed for repeated interactions in a variety of settings 
(individual, pairs, and group) and through a variety of vehicles (written, oral, 
checklists, recorded, notes).  In all but two cases, there were surprising 
consistencies over time. As noted earlier, stories remained consistent and, if 
anything, the opportunities for the retelling of stories only served to reveal an 
increasing consistency and integrity of the tales told. Interactions with seven of 
the participants were positive and energizing without being syrupy or uncritical. 
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As indicated above, however, two individuals in the study said one thing and did 
another, and then said another and did something else again. Integrity and 
congruency of thought, speech, and action are palpable, and, when that 
congruency is lacking, it is like being smacked by a wet blanket.  
In the energetically-draining interviews, participants’ stories were 
increasingly incongruent and negative. Beneath a veneer of an initial apparent 
enthusiasm and curious quiet hesitations lay real doubts and skepticism about 
the effectiveness of active learning, the abilities of students, and the 
trustworthiness of peers and administration. These individuals were exhausted 
by teaching in general. 
Two points worth noting specifically are that it is important to make 
allowance for the telling and retelling of stories, and negativity is debilitating 
energetically. I came away from this study wondering if it is worth having people 
teaching who do not want to teach. And, I wondered if it is not more important to 
have alignment of beliefs about teaching and learning take priority over 
particular ways of teaching regardless of the perceived effectiveness of said 
methods. Active learning is apparently effective in facilitating learning, but is it 
all that effective if the instructor using it does not believe in it or think it is 
valuable or that students are capable? I think the methods an instructor chooses 
need to be in alignment with their personal beliefs about teaching and learning. A 
well-delivered lecture might well be far more effective than an active learning 




   
Faculty Development 
 Overwhelmingly, faculty spoke positively about their experiences with 
faculty development and teaching. They derived ideas from sessions and 
incorporated them as appropriate. They felt invigorated and enthused by their 
involvement in faculty development. The volunteers in the study all participated 
regularly in faculty development (remember that they were initially invited 
because of their attendance at a teaching conference) and occasionally presented 
sessions. The three participants who were co-opted participated to differing 
extents, and I am not sure of the involvement of one of the other participants. 
Consistent with this respondent’s responses in all areas, the person who 
participated in the full study and was somewhat negative regarding active 
learning had mixed reviews about faculty development experiences.  
Change Process 
The process of change has been of keen interest to me throughout my 
career both personally and professionally. This particular innovation was chosen 
because it was topical and timely, had much to commend it, could be easy to 
integrate but was not popular, and I was familiar with it. I could have chosen 
other innovations but this one fit and it had not acquired a strong following like 
other teaching innovations like those involving technology. I wanted to know 
what caused individuals to make a change from a traditionally rewarded state to 
something less common but considered “better.”  In Chapter 2, “change” was 
defined as doing something different in the place of something that had been 
done previously and change models were explored. I had hoped to understand 
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more about change models in working with the participants in this study. How 
does a good idea get integrated into practice? 
According to Kirkpatrick (1994), four conditions are necessary for a 
change to occur: one must have a desire to change, one must know what to do 
and how to do it, one must be working in the “right climate,” and one must be 
rewarded for changing. The driving and restraining forces identified in this study 
might help others strategically plan to minimize the barriers and maximize the 
driving forces when encouraging change in other organizations.  
Although this descriptive exploratory study provided insight into 
university instructional practices and changing these practices, and contributed 
to the understanding of what drives and restricts change with a small group of 
faculty members, two branches need to be explored in the area of change—the 
driving and restraining forces acting on the use of active learning in 
undergraduate classes and the process of change in a situation where, for all 
intents and purposes, there was seldom even minimal dissatisfaction with the 
existing situation. To that end, these two aspects will be discussed separately. 
Change and Instruction in Undergraduate Classes 
Michael (2007) identified three main categories of barriers in his study: 
student characteristics or attributes, teacher characteristics or problems that 
directly affect teachers, and pedagogical issues that affect student learning. He 
suggested that faculty development, the common solution, might not be sufficient 
to overcome these barriers and that teaching must become a more public 
enterprise that is treated like a truly scholarly activity. 
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As Gardner (2004) has indicated, most mind change is gradual, occurring 
over significant periods of time but that, when a change has become truly 
consolidated, it is likely to become as entrenched as its predecessor. That seemed 
to be the case with most participants in this study; they were not “change 
omnivores” who were changing for the sake of change or were caught up in 
teaching trends. Through trial and error and reflecting on their practice, they 
made choices about what worked and what did not and integrated what worked. 
Two participants had teaching training, but most often participants stated that 
they gained their ideas from faculty development and that, when they found an 
idea that worked, they continued to use it. 
The findings in this study were also in agreement with Hodges (2006) who 
found that fear has an impact on pedagogical change. She highlighted three 
significant fears: loss, embarrassment, and failure. I also found that the 
participants, who claimed to use active learning but did not, indicated that they 
feared losing control of content coverage as students become more active in their 
own learning. Loss aversion was certainly more of a motivator than potential gain 
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1984) for at least one participant. I also saw indications 
that some participants feared embarrassment–looking silly or incompetent—as 
they learned to incorporate instructional practices. One participant feared 
judgments made by colleagues and students, and a possible loss of respect. Both 
participants who were not using active learning indicated that they feared that, if 
they used active learning, they would lose the ability to convey concepts 
successfully, to resonate with students, or to be perceived as experts. 
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There are many demands on a professor’s time—meetings, marking, 
committees, phone calls, and supervising graduate students. Pedagogy is not part 
of the college vernacular and the role of “teacher” might not be the first on a list 
of priorities for some professors. With just so many hours in the day, critical 
decisions are often made by default about how to allocate one’s resources of time, 
energy, and space. 
Geographical Presence 
When I was conducting an individual interview in one of the professors’ 
offices, my attention was drawn to the stacks of things around office and the 
number of phone calls handled in the 45 minutes I was there–three. Each of the 
stacks represented an aspect of the professorial role as did each of the phone 
calls. There was no phone call about teaching. There was no stack related to 
teaching (although I imagine there are stacks to do with what was being taught as 
well as marking). In this office, there were no demanding physical attention-
getters for pedagogy.  
Attention to pedagogy is not time-sensitive, nor does it take up office 
geography. Pedagogy is not on the map in the same way as a thesis to review, a 
conference to prepare for, ethics proposals, or notes for up-coming committee 
meetings might. Pedagogy does not have a stack on the desk; it is lacks 
physicality. Nothing catches the eye as a reminder of the importance of teaching 
and it is not like a conference, a meeting, or a class might be. There are no 
deadlines for integrating active learning as there might be for submitting an 
article, submitting final marks or reviewing an ethics proposal for an upcoming 
meeting.  
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Pedagogy and the Vernacular 
Pedagogy is not generally part of the vernacular of the college professor; it 
is not part of the daily interactions. If integrating active learning were a fitness 
program, it would fail miserably–there are no swimsuit seasons to get fit for. It is 
carried out in relative privacy; seldom are their companions to jog with, fitness 
and thinness are not obviously valued in this community. It is difficult to measure 
progress. There is not a hefty support system, and the rewards are few and 
fleeting. And (other than your students who would rather not see you in a 
swimsuit) no one ever sees you in the swimsuit anyway. 
Integrating active learning for the individuals in this study was an additive 
progressive integration resembling a lengthy experiment that required time to 
learn about new methods, to try them, and to make choices about what to include 
and what to leave out most closely resembled the description given by McManus 
(2005); he explained that he began changing his teaching by gradually making 
small incremental adjustments to his teaching. The findings in this study differ 
from those of McManus (2005). My participants tended to find an aspect of 
active learning that met their needs. They then tinkered with it but remained 
consolidated in their approaches without moving too far from the pedagogical 
norm of their disciplines.  
Time Challenges 
Lack of time is definitely a stated problem. A participant pointed out that 
departments and, hence, faculty, might need to dramatically reduce the amount 
of “administrivia generated by the soi-disant senior administration” (N510). 
Time is a precious commodity to the university professor who has many facets to 
 187
   
his or her role, and it takes time to integrate active learning. The point was made 
that considerable time was needed to generate a small amount of research, but 
that a big change could occur in one’s teaching with a small effort. Teaching is 
seldom time-bound like writing an article or attending a meeting. According to at 
least one participant, teaching is like an experiment, an academic activity done in 
the spirit of inquiry. From the findings in this study, however, I doubt that giving 
more time is the answer; it might be necessary but not sufficient. These 
participants were incorporating active learning without “more time” available to 
them.  
Although we can never “see” a decision, we can infer from observable 
behavior that a decision has been taken which is significant in considering the 
time factor. People have made a decision that we can see through their actions of 
applying their resource of time to an area. If they are using active learning, they 
have made a decision to do so.  
Increasing the Potential for Positive Experiences  
Most participants had positive experiences with active learning specifically 
and teaching in general, and in general they believed that active learning was 
more effective than other forms of teaching, but faculty did not observe the 
effectiveness of “active learning” personally. They wanted more evidence on the 
effectiveness of active learning. That said, they went on to give specific examples 
that indicated that when active learning strategies were integrated to address 
specific difficulties of students and then faculty noticed that active learning was 
effective.  
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It might be important that faculty are guided to integrate specific forms of 
active learning well-chosen to address specific identified needs with a planned 
way to assess the effectiveness of that intervention.  The more concrete the 
problem and the more specifically chosen the intervention is to address the 
problem, the more effective “active learning” might be perceived to be; 
addressing a specific and targeted problem increases the potential for a positive 
experience. 
Creating a Positive Vision 
One of the biggest restraining forces might be not being aware of what is 
pedagogically possible. If you believe that “you already have it figured out” or that 
you are already teaching effectively, then there is no reason to be open to new 
ideas. When this is combined with feeling content-proficient and teaching-
hesitant (or unsure or lacking confidence) in a climate that values content over 
teaching, why would anyone seek out new information on teaching when things 
are generally “okay?”  When teaching specific strategies at workshops and other 
faculty development opportunities, it might be beneficial to introduce these 
specific strategies in the context of the range of possible strategies along with a 
continuum of strategies ranging from least to most engaging and “active.” 
Insights on Change in General 
Most change literature looks at change as a process others are required to 
undertake. That is not the case with instruction at the post-secondary level. 
Although there is increased emphasis on effective teaching at the post-secondary 
level, professors have not been required to change their instructional practices. 
Participants in this study could have continued to teach in the same way, but they 
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saw a need to change to make concepts and the learning experience more clear 
for the students and they had timely information that would solve that problem. 
For the most part, individuals in this study had established the challenge and the 
reasons for change for themselves; they had changed their instructional practices 
for their own reasons and at their own pace.  
Unlike collegial involvement in research and publications, collegial 
involvement in teaching is often lacking. One individual, however, was required 
by a senior colleague to use a different strategy. The colleague then spent time in 
the classroom and encouraged the use of this strategy. Personal experience with 
the strategy and on-site encouragement and accountability might have helped 
that strategy become integrated into this respondent’s teaching practice. 
Subtleties came to light as I reflected on the data and compared what I had 
found with the literature I had read on “change.” It seemed that the process for 
most of the participants in this study was “renovation” over time rather than an 
abrupt departure from what they had been doing to doing something new, this is 
a concept that Dr. Kanthan and I introduced in our first article (Kanthan & Mills, 
2005). Participants had come up through their disciplines (which I assumed they 
had chosen because they resonated with that discipline) and used the pedagogy of 
that discipline, modifying it rather than changing it when “perceived need” and 
“new information” converged in a timely fashion. It was as if they bought a house 
and continued to renovate and add on but never tore down the house or moved, 
and they certainly all stayed in the same neighborhood. From the stories they 
told, or how I interpreted those stories, not one of the participants had drastically 
altered how they taught. Their portfolio of strategies had developed gradually 
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over time to become their personal signature pedagogies. There was a feeling of 
comfort and ease from the majority of participants who were true proponents of 
active learning as they told their positive and enthusiastic stories. Among the 
participants who enjoyed teaching and had developed personal signature 
pedagogies gradually, I didn’t find the anxiety I was expecting. Why not? 
Subtleties of Change 
 
It has been my observation that organizational change literature is 
primarily directed at externally-driven change rather than personal and 
internally-driven change. At the university, there are few if any external 
motivators or impositions to improve teaching. Most participants in this study 
chose to make instructional “renovations” over time; these were not externally 
driven changes—they could have kept on doing what they were doing with no 
negative consequences. As observed earlier, there are few, if any, rewards for 
improving teaching; in fact, the more time one spends on teaching is time spent 
away from research that brings rewards. Bluntly put, university students are able 
learners who have chosen to invest their time and money into their education and 
most are able to succeed regardless of the quality of teaching.  
Faculty in this study saw that learning experiences could be more effective 
for students, but why bother improving teaching when the brightest and the best 
will do what they need to in order to “pass” the test? If “passing” is the 
measurement of the success of the institution, then perhaps there is no reason to 
encourage (or even give lip service to) active learning. Students know how to 
learn on their own. If they have the materials–and each other, they might very 
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well succeed without good teaching--active learning or not. These participants 
did not have to make any changes at all.  
In the university setting, faculty members have a fair degree of autonomy. 
Participants pointed out repeatedly that they believed university policy to be, in 
the area of teaching, neither encouraging nor discouraging. Support was available 
for faculty development but it was not mandated nor was it prescriptive. 
Participants in this study had changed their practices for their own reasons at a 
personally agreeable pace as they chose on their own time lines. Some 
participants found working with students and focusing on teaching to be a 
welcome diversion from the rest of what they did. Their instructional practices 
evolved as they integrated new teaching ideas that addressed needs they had 
personally identified.  
Adding more active learning to instructional practices in undergraduate 
classrooms is not a mandated change. Much of the organizational change 
literature deals with large-scale mandated organizational change. However, 
instructional change is not mandated in this setting and professors can focus on 
whatever they like—especially when tenured. In some ways, university faculty are 
organizations unto themselves so when these individuals perceived a need, they 
had the freedom to make small changes that were in line with their beliefs and 
discipline.  They were not so much “dissatisfied” as they were experimental. 
It might be that change is complex. Although it seems that a confluence of 
factors occurs to instigate change, change might also be more linear and gentle 
than it is generally described—when it is internally motivated. In fact, in this 
study participants generally indicated no “trauma” or difficulty in doing things 
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somewhat differently (other than the individual who was told to include the 
Socratic Method and was observed doing so).  They indicated that alterations to 
their teaching practices were internally-driven based on a “perceived need” rather 
than “dissatisfaction.” Teaching was part of what they did but not the main focus 
or their reason for being there; most participants seemed passionate about their 
disciplines and discovery, and their interest in teaching felt the same. When I was 
working medical residents, I found them to be passionate about learning and 
generally had several areas of interest. They were not just interested in medicine; 
they were people who were interested and curious all round. I had a similar 
feeling with the faculty members involved in this study. They were interested in 
teaching and they were interested in their disciplines and in faculty development 
and committee work and being involved on campus in a variety of ways and in 
taking on leadership roles and instructional technologies. These people were 
interested, curious people, and active learning and teaching were among their 
interests. 
As stated earlier, these individuals did not seem to have someone else 
guiding their renovations. These renovations seemed to happen in privacy (as 
much as teaching is ever private) without someone else instigating or guiding the 
change. In many ways, professors are islands unto themselves…they do things in 
isolation and have a fair degree of autonomy. Whereas faculty might have 
collegial input into research and publications, they do not very often have 
collegial involvement with their teaching. The participants in this study chose 
what they were going to do and then did it. Actually I think they just did what 
they wanted to do to solve a personally identified perceived problem. There was 
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an organic feel to what they described. A perceived and personally-identified 
problem was met by a possible solution that fit both the problem and their 
existing instructional framework of beliefs, values, and experiences.  
Instructional “Renovation” 
My “change” model is, in fact, a model of gradual “renovation” over the 
span of a career.  I wonder if assisting people interested in "renovating" their 
teaching practices as they identified a need is more appropriate than encouraging 
or expecting them to “change” how they teach based on outside expectations. For 
those involved in faculty development, perhaps it is more similar to helping 
someone renovate their home—helping to develop what already exists—rather 
than convincing them that they need to buy or build a new house from the ground 
up. Once someone shows us their house we can help them renovate and be 
architects of additions and upgrades rather than of new houses. Might be all they 
need to meet their perceived needs is a dishwasher, but it might also be that the 
house needs a new furnace or insulation or windows. It is important that the 
renovations meet perceived needs and are a style match. As Bridges (2008) 
counseled, it is foundational that the challenge, the problem, or the opportunity 
is established in someone’s mind before trying to make a change to meet that 
challenge, solve the problem, or seize the opportunity. For the most part, 
individuals in this study had established the challenge for themselves.  
Dissatisfied with “Dissatisfaction” 
I do not agree with Tichy (2000) concerning the word “dissatisfaction.” I 
think that is an unfortunate and misleading word. I suppose I would put in new 
windows if I was dissatisfied with freezing in the winter but I might also do 
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scheduled maintenance to keep up the investment—like repainting the exterior 
the same color just because it is starting to peel or rearranging furniture to better 
suit my needs or give greater pleasure. It might be that “dissatisfaction” is 
appropriate when the situation is dire and dealing with survival/hygiene factors, 
but when there is choice and nothing dire will happen as a result of action or 
inaction, then “perceived need” might be a more apt description.  
Implications for Further Research 
I felt that the research methods used in this study revealed a deepening of 
stories and perceptions of the participants; however, upon analysis and reflection 
on the findings I would like to return to the same participants and continue the 
conversation. In addition to a continuation of this study, there are several further 
research studies I would like to encourage. I believe that further research into 
personality types and learning styles of faculty using active learning might show 
that interested, curious, “go-getters” see being successful educators as another 
thing to “go get.”  
More research could be done on the effect of student satisfaction and 
engagement on instructional change in undergraduate classes to see if students 
could actually change instructional practices through positive comments made to 
professors at the conclusion of classes.  
This study has pointed to a connection between student satisfaction and 
engagement and faculty satisfaction and engagement. More research could be 
done in this area.  
Research could be done on the effects of external rewards on the inclusion 
of active learning.  
 195
   
Further study could be done on the perceptions of faculty regarding 
collegial support on the integration of active learning. 
As individuals of influence are seen as “teachers” as well as leaders and 
exemplary researchers, study could be conducted on the effects of this influence 
on others.  
This study revealed that the values and beliefs of the individual had the 
greatest impact on the integration of active learning. It would be interesting to 
know if that is the same for the other scholarships.  
Research could be conducted into removing the barriers identified in this 
study. Research could also be carried out into increasing the driving forces 
identified in this study.  
Participants shared a perception that active learning was effective yet they 
also indicated that they would like to know more about the efficacy of active 
learning. I found that somewhat contradictory. More study into this contradiction 
could be done. 
More research could be done on mandating the use of active learning—and 
providing the support, ideas, and materials to do so—in classes with multiple 
sections to see if the choice to use active learning increases after having to use it 
and having the support to do so. 
More faculty could be involved in a study such as this, creating 
communities of practice on campus, encouraging conversation about teaching 
among faculty, and extending the findings of this study.  
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In a longitudinal study, engage new faculty to learn how instructional 
renovation begins and carries through their careers. This might have the added 
advantage of encouraging communities of practice among newly engaged faculty. 
Mentoring relationships could be encouraged and the effects of these 
relationships on the integration of active learning could be studied. 
Implications for Practice 
I this section I offer two categories of implications: implications for 
encouraging an interest in teaching in general and implications for encouraging 
active learning specifically.  
General Implications 
It might be important to limit the impact of the restraining forces of peers 
(and students). Limit the opportunities for faculty who are not teaching-oriented 
to “rain on the parade” of those who are and increase the driving forces by 
creating times and places where faculty know they can meet with like-minded 
individuals to share success stories about strategies that have been inspiring and 
effective.  
Instigate more comprehensive faculty development opportunities that 
include on-site instructional coaching. When the College of Medicine made it 
known that I was available for coaching with interested faculty, and although the 
response was not over-whelming, the individuals who chose to work with me 
have made what appear to be significant changes to their teaching practices. In 
addition, they have also increased their scholarship in the area of teaching as 
evidenced by further graduate study, publications, and conference presentations. 
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I have also seen the contagious aspect of coaching take hold in a department 
corridor.  
Encourage senior prominent well-liked faculty interested in teaching to 
become informal mentors and spokespersons, sharing their enthusiasm and zeal 
for being truly engaged and interested in teaching and students. New research 
from social psychology suggested that when “risky behaviour” was linked with a 
group of people that the targeted audience did not want to be confused with, the 
risky behaviour demonstrated by the targeted audience decreased (World 
Science, 2008). I believe this has significant implications for post-secondary 
teaching. If teaching is linked to a group that people do not want to be confused 
with, then it might be that teaching is valued less than if it is linked to a group of 
people with whom others do want to be confused; link enthusiasm and good 
teaching with successful well-respected faculty.  
Continue to maintain the “don’t get in the way” policies regarding 
teaching. It seems that a neutral environment is conducive to the development of 
personal signature pedagogies, over time. In this way, teaching proficiency 
develops naturally and in an integrated way with other aspects of the professor’s 
role. 
Several significant discoveries were made in this study that might help 
others better understand the change process. Although the change literature is 
rife with techniques to overcome resistance and have others change their 
behaviours to better align with organizational directions for effectiveness, from 
the data in this study, I see two different sets of approaches—one more common 
than the other. Before sharing the less common set of approaches, the actions 
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that can be taken to encourage more engagement of faculty in including active 
learning will be shared.  
Encouraging Active Learning 
If active learning is presented to faculty using the language and norms of 
their own disciplines into which it seeks entrance, it will likely take root more 
easily. Relating active learning strategies to specific disciplines and to common 
needs regarding student learning might both honor the existing methods an 
individual uses and help to renovate those existing methods in a logical way. 
Positive feedback and interactions with students are reinforcing for 
faculty. Therefore, encourage faculty to seek out feedback from students 
frequently and encourage students to compliment their professors and be active 
participants in class. Invite students to submit stories about activities they 
enjoyed in their classes; focus on the activities rather than the instructor. 
With active learning, the focus changes from the instructor to the activity 
and students. To continue to only award individual instructors limits the 
potential for organization infiltration of active learning activities and methods. 
The discouraging notion that “I can’t become award-winning Professor X” can be 
replaced with “I can use award-winning activities and methods if I know about 
them….”  
Organizationally, when hiring faculty, ask candidates to share a teaching 
experience. People who like teaching and value it become animated with 
enthusiasm when they tell a success story. Use that as information regarding 
passion for teaching.  
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Align organizational rewards with stated values. Participants suggested the 
implementation of “teaching chairs” and time away from research to focus on 
teaching and course design.  
Continue to offer faculty development sessions and add instructional 
coaching. Provide instructors with just-in-time assistance through instructional 
coaches who can make themselves readily available to fit the instructors’ 
schedules.  
Speak positively about teaching experiences. Start urban legends of 
awesome classes! “Did you hear about….?” Build in time for sharing positive 
teaching stories in department meetings.  
Recommendations for the Integration of a “Good Idea” 
From the analysis of the data, I would recommend to organizations and 
individuals who wish to increase the use of active learning, specifically, in 
undergraduate classes that active learning strategies to address specific student 
learning problems be introduced in a timely fashion and that strategies are 
clearly related to observable needs.  
Provide support in real time through one-on-one coaching.  
In faculty development sessions, introduce strategies in context of all that 
is available, the specific needs that specific strategies address, and provide a 
continuum of least to most engaging and active. Recalling that faculty members 
in this group developed their personal signature pedagogies in a setting of benign 
and benevolent neglect, go with the goers and support and reward them 
sufficiently; do not make active learning (or even a focus on effective teaching) 
mandatory.  
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Teach professors how to think like teachers. Participants felt that it was 
important to have time to do the teaching and the preparation for it, that it was 
imperative that teaching was genuinely valued within the organization, and that 
engaging with other faculty could raise levels of awareness and enthusiasm. The 
convergence and interaction of conditions, beliefs, style, need, and relevant 
information was also a recurring theme. Most participants were including active 
learning even though the very elements they felt were driving forces were not 
present for them. Encourage, support, increase, uncover, or create personal 
drivers by valuing individual differences and believing in the efficacy of the 
professoriate. After Wenger (1998), encourage communities of practice and 
provide faculty with opportunities to exchange ideas and success stories with 
others. Offer faculty development opportunities that address wide-ranging 
concerns from awareness to refocusing and providing ways to share with others. 
Faculty might be reassured in their risk-taking if there is even more research 
supporting the inclusion of the good idea. Provide more irrefutable, rigorous 
research that might guide faculty towards integrating the good idea in their 
teaching.   
Participants speculated that a culture favourable to teaching would have 
special places for people to gather and talk about teaching, scheduled teaching 
rituals, positive teaching experiences would be discussed more often, and people 
would use teaching-friendly language. As much as possible, introduce 




   
Intriguing Insights 
The other layer of findings pointed to an evolution of teaching styles over 
time that was gentle and intrinsically rewarding. In this study, I found that in an 
environment that provided un-pressured freedom to explore and access to quality 
faculty development and autonomy, individuals who valued the experimental 
process of instructional renovation did so with no external rewards. I would 
recommend that those who are not comfortable with teaching are not pressured 
to do so, but rather are encouraged to do what they do best.  
As indicated by several studies cited earlier, teaching and research are not 
automatically reinforcing and to continue to perpetuate the myth that a good 
researcher can just as easily be a good teacher is frustrating and 
counterproductive.  Let the good researchers and writers flourish in those areas 
while continuing to provide the resources for the good researchers and writers 
who also have a personal bent for teaching. Although a university full of excellent 
teachers might be desirous, it is neither realistic nor necessary; our students are 
capable learners with direction and motivation that will eclipse less-than stellar 
teaching. 
Be trusting in the knowledge that a person’s focus naturally changes over 
the course of a career and be ready when faculty members enter the portion of 
their careers when they are ready to give back in the form of teaching. In an 
environment that primarily values research, grants, and writing, use what we 
know about career and life stages to allow for the gradual evolution of quality 
teaching.  
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Be honest about priorities and align rewards. Decide what kind of 
university you want to be and hire accordingly, but do not pretend to value 
teaching and research equally when they clearly are not. It is confusing and 
contributes to negative feelings.   
Finally, encourage positive talk about exciting teaching moments. Change 
the language, lexicon, and metaphors that surround teaching from “loads” to 
“opportunities” and from “have to” to “want to,” and introduce contagions for 
change by highlighting enthusiastic teaching.  
Convergence, Confluence, and Conclusions 
Based on the findings of this study, in order for instructors to change how 
they teach, there needs to be a confluence of timely factors.  As noted earlier, 
including more active learning in undergraduate classrooms is not time-bound. 
There is seldom pressure to include more active learning by a certain date. Active 
learning most likely does not occupy physical space in an office; it is not 
“geography–bound.” There are most likely no stacks on the desk calling out 
“address me!” with regard to teaching. There might not be the social proof, or 
enough people engaging actively in instructional renovation that an instructor 
might feel similar to, to warrant belonging to this group of people who enjoy 
teaching. The classroom is an isolated place so there is little chance of an 
instructor wandering by and happening to see active learning strategies taking 
place in the classroom of a perceived leader. Hearing about it is one thing, but 
actually seeing it and experiencing it is another. Most participants in this study 
had some memory of at least a highly sensory experience if not an active learning 
one.   
 203
   
In the academic community, there is autonomy and perhaps a degree of 
isolation that comes with that autonomy. People have disparate areas of 
expertise. Gathering together to discuss the common (and perhaps private) 
practice of teaching might not be part of the common lexicon.  With the not-so-
uncommon view that teaching does not command a high status on the campus, 
chances are few that people will be rushing out to improve their teaching “just 
because.” While this might be changing on this campus, people in positions of 
leadership might not be modeling active learning in a visible way.  
At one point in writing this dissertation, I believed that the greatest barrier 
to active learning in undergraduate classrooms was a non-supportive culture that 
viewed “teachers” as “other;” teaching was simply not seen as the main function 
of “university professor” but was merely an adjunct to a more popular aspect—
that of the creation of knowledge through research and discovery. At another 
point, I thought that teaching just wasn’t “sexy” enough compared to technology 
and new gadgets that have a tangible definite cost. I also wondered if the greatest 
barrier to including more active learning in undergraduate classes was that it has 
no landmarks or reminders—it does not take up office space, air time, or ring the 
phone off the hook. Teaching simply does not demand attention like other 
aspects of a professor’s role; a wheel that does not squeak does not get oil. 
Perhaps it was that people in respected positions of authority were not known as 
teachers first, but it might be that the greatest barrier of all is that perhaps a 
stimulating well-delivered passionate lecture is by far the most motivating and 
engaging form of teaching that exists. We might not actually need active learning 
in undergraduate classes regardless of its perceived benefits. Our students are 
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proficient learners. A well-delivered lecture infused with an obvious passion for 
the topic and rigorous enthusiasm might well be the style of teaching best suited 
to the situation, the learners, and the faculty. A gradual renovation might be 
congruent with one’s values and the beliefs that form the foundation for the 
discipline one chooses and one’s personal epistemology.  
From the findings of this study, I believe the confluence and convergence 
of various forces contribute to the use of active learning in undergraduate classes, 
and that no one force or factor is sufficient. In Chapter 2, I offered a model to 
represent change in instruction in undergraduate classes. I know believe that in a 
benignly neutral setting, the personal qualities of confidence, an inquiring spirit 
and the desire to be an effective educator, a pressing problem related to students, 
and timely information that is a fit with both the epistemology of the individual 
and the discipline are all necessary—but not individually sufficient to instigate 
the use of active learning. Although the focus in this study was on the driving and 
restraining forces acting on the integration of active learning in undergraduate 
classes, I suspect that active learning was simply the answer to a pressing 
problem. It might be that the factors of desire, pressing need, and “familiar 
enough” timely information are necessary for any change to take place in any 
situation. And it might be that positive feedback and engagement from students 
was the cement that held the curricular innovation in place. 
My re-conceptualization of the driving forces based on the findings in this 
study is presented in Figure 6.1.  From the initial framework presented in Chapter 
2 in Figure 2.6, the size of the box of each of the categories in Figure 6.1 
illustrates the size of the force each of the factors had on the integration of the 
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innovation. The Context exerted far less of a force than I had believed than it 
would have. The qualities of the innovation did not keep any of these individuals 
from using it. By far the largest force acting on the integration of the innovation 
were the values, beliefs, and experiences of the individual. 
 
THE CONTEXT 
Policy, Faculty Development & 





Career Stage, Values and beliefs about 
teaching & learning, & resonance with 
personal and discipline epistemology 
ACTIVE LEARNING 
Advantage over other 
Methods 
Instructional Renovation = resonant timely information in 
a non-hostile environment +desire + need 
 
Figure 6.1.  The re-conceptualization of driving forces. 
As stated in Chapter 2, I had gathered from the literature that context 
played a much larger role than what this study revealed. Proportionally, from my 
understanding of the literature I had reviewed, it appeared that the qualities of 
the Innovation were a greater factor of influence on implementation than was the 
Person. As illustrated by the size of the box in Figure 6.1, the findings of this 
study indicated that, by far, the largest driving force in using active learning in 
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undergraduate classes was the individual instructor. The values, beliefs, and 
experiences of the individual instructor provided receptive ground for the 
confluence and convergence of factors taking place in a timely fashion for the 
inclusion of active learning in undergraduate classes. When an active learning 
strategy provided an answer to a problem in a way that fit with the individual’s 
(and the discipline’s) epistemology, it became absorbed into the individual’s 
personal signature pedagogy. If it did not fit or solve the problem, it was either 
not implemented or quickly abandoned.  
In this study, the stories of participants revealed that the integration of 
active learning occurred when, in a neutral climate, there was a personal desire to 
address a perceived problem, there was access to timely information, and they 
felt rewarded by the engagement and enthusiasm of their students.   
Summary of Chapter 6 
 Chapter 6 offered discussion about the findings of this study, 
recommendations for encouraging active learning in undergraduate classes, and 
ideas for further research. The chapter concluded with two summarizing figures 
re-conceptualizing the process of instructional renovating and evolution, and the 
relative importance of the driving forces acting on the integration of active 
learning in undergraduate classes.  Chapter 7 provides other aspects of my 
research agenda that contributed to the ways in which I came to understand the 
integration of active learning in undergraduate classes. The Epilogue shares 
personal insights and reflections on the process. 
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Chapters 1 through 6 presented the central study of this dissertation 
portfolio. As data and findings from this study indicated, nothing happens in 
isolation. The richness of insight presented in this dissertation portfolio is a 
result of a confluence of experiences and perspectives. Throughout my research 
program, I coached others as they incorporated active learning (Appendix A), was 
involved in the university’s teaching and learning initiatives (Appendix B), and 
used active learning in my own undergraduate teaching. Although these three 
areas were not formally studied, any one of them was certainly worthy in its own 
right. Each area provided a perspective unique and distinct from the perspectives 
of any other area. 
As promised in Chapter 1, Chapter 7 provides additional information, both 
peripheral and integral, regarding my involvement in the university community 
in the six years of my program. In this chapter, I share insights gleaned from my 
experiences with instructional coaching, the findings of The Teaching and 
Learning Foundational Document (2008) related to my study, and reflections on 
my own teaching.  
Involvement in the University Community 
Every so often, life presents a great moment of decision, an intersection 
at which a man must decide to stop or go; a person lives with these 
decisions forever. (Kurson, 2004, p. 84) 
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The focus of my doctoral work was a natural extension and intensification 
of my interest and extensive background, in instructional strategies and 
instructional change. The metaphors of “adding on” and “renovating” describe 
my career. Every professional role I’ve had (teacher, vice-principal, school 
effectiveness consultant, consultant, facilitator, writer, instructor) has drawn on 
the basic skill set I started with as a substitute teacher at 19. Not unlike the 
participants in this study, I have tinkered with that initial skill set.  
My involvement in the university community took many forms from 2002-
2008. I was living and breathing active learning in the classrooms and careers of 
others as well as continuing to teach my own undergraduate classes in the College 
of Education. The next sections focus on my involvement in instructional 
coaching, The Teaching and Learning Foundational Document (2008), and my 
own teaching. 
Instructional Coaching 
For several years, I was a more familiar sight in the College of Medicine 
than I was in the College of Education. The College of Medicine generously 
provided me with a comely scholarship, an office, and administrative support. I 
was involved in several different activities in that college. I gave workshops on 
active learning through Instructional Support and Development, conducted focus 
groups with medical students and heard what worked for them in their classes, 
contributed to documents, and, most notably, I acted as instructional coach to 
one professor over a four-year period. I was an action researcher.  I had a 
significant first-hand experience with the effectiveness of instructional coaching 
in the integration of active learning in undergraduate medical education. Over 
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that time, this individual became a teaching advocate and the “go to” person in 
her department.  
Coaching sped up the integration of active learning considerably. For 
others who might wish to use coaching, certain things contributed to the 
effectiveness, longevity, and productivity of our collegial relationship.  We were a 
great team, exemplifying several of the attitudes and skills of consistently 
winning teams (Mills, 2007).  We had chosen to work together. We had a sense of 
intellectual camaraderie and the chemistry to value each of our contributions as 
we worked together; she learned more about teaching and I learned more about 
pathology and the scientific method applied to research and article writing. We 
practiced emotional control, and were committed to our relationship and projects 
equally—hallmarks of cooperative learning (Mills, 2003). We were both confident 
in our skills and abilities, and worked in a relaxed manner that used our unique 
strengths. We went after the “rebounds,” using our articles to create posters and 
workshop presentations. We also recovered quickly. If an article was rejected by 
one journal, we sent it off to another. We used our resources to the maximum and 
creatively. 
For a faculty member, working with an instructional coach is the 
difference between doing all the work on your house alone or hiring in a 
contractor. If you have a clear direction and you are open to professional input, 
then the work can go much faster with a contractor. This faculty member was just 
that sort of person. She had a clear direction; she knew what she wanted and she 
knew I could help her get there more quickly. She was open to new ideas, 
straightforward discussions, and concise feedback. And we got along famously! 
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Often her colleagues would check to see what all the laughter was about as we 
worked.  
As indicated earlier, due to the generous scholarship support of the College 
of Medicine, I was available and flexible so we could work with her schedule. We 
also set specific times to meet and it was a priority for both of us to schedule time 
together. We quickly learned that we both needed time over coffee to catch up 
before we began the more technical aspects of the projects we were working on. 
We recognized the effectiveness of instructional coaching and both benefited 
from the experience.  
The Scholarship of Teaching 
I learned several things about integrating a good idea through acting as an 
instructional coach that I did not through the core study. From working 
intensively with one faculty member over a number of years, besides seeing active 
learning strategies take hold in her classes, I also saw how the scholarship of 
teaching develops over time. We used action research over the four years. We 
reflected on how different strategies worked and made adjustments or pose new 
questions. For example, we noticed that what worked effectively for one group 
might not always be effective for another group. To better address student 
learning preferences, we turned to information on learning styles and multiple 
intelligences to better connect with the students. This interest later developed 
into an article, then a poster, and then a workshop presentation as our 
professional relationship evolved.  
I spent many hours observing Dr. Kanthan teach, and we spent hundreds 
of hours together discussing teaching and active learning, applying our insights 
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and findings in a scholarly way in articles, posters, and presentations across the 
country (Appendix A). As a way to organize and share the exciting in-depth 
explorations we were undertaking in her undergraduate medical education 
classes, we co-authored four articles. We also presented posters at medical 
education conferences and facilitated two workshops at higher education 
teaching conferences. Our proposal to present a workshop at an up-coming 
medical education conference has been recently accepted. One of our goals was to 
present a workshop at one of these conferences. Together, we were, and still are, 
actively engaged in the scholarship of teaching.  
Instructional Coaching for the Integration of a “Good Idea” 
 As noted in the literature review, coaching has the potential to provide the 
right climate as well as assisting the individual learn what to do and how to do it. 
Coaching assists change at a fundamental level, transfers learning into practice, 
and solidifies the new practice (Joyce & Showers, 1982; Menges, 1987; Meyers & 
Gray, 1996; Whitworth et al., 1998; Wlodkowski, 2003). It has been my 
experience that coaching benefits both parties. Over time, I shared a wide variety 
of teaching strategies, ways of planning, and evaluation techniques.  
 I found out quickly that small steps were crucial to keeping the 
renovations manageable. Where I might be tempted to rip down the whole house 
and put up one like my own, this was not appropriate. I had used the metaphor of 
instructional renovation to describe the addition of active learning strategies in 
her undergraduate medical education classes. We later included this metaphor in 
one of our articles (Kanthan & Mills, 2005). We moved slowly, adding more and 
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more active learning, designing courses to include a wider variety of assessment 
and evaluation methods, and increasing student ownership and responsibility.  
Dr. Kanthan wanted to know the language of teaching. She was an avid 
researcher and learner. She seemed to understand that the language held the key 
to understanding the discipline just as surely as her first-year medical students 
needed to know the language of medicine to become effective physicians. Rani’s 
teaching, and her thought processes regarding teaching, changed over time. In 
the same way that first-year medical students needed to specifically learn 
discipline-specific terms, so did Rani. I often would throw out a “technical” 
teaching term. We’d discuss that and I’d pass on reading material. She learned 
how to think and talk like a teacher.  
I saw, while coaching, the day-to-day routine of a busy faculty member, 
and how she was able, because of her drive, desire, and determination, to “fit in” 
time for learning more about instructional practices. She is a curious individual 
and keen to learn. In addition to her personal drive, the College of Medicine was 
involved in the accreditation process—there was a strong and persistent external 
drive to improve instruction. The context was insistent and supportive but not 
prescriptive, the individual was enthusiastic, motivated, and interested, and I was 
available to provide timely technical assistance and support. While remaining 
open to serendipity and our personal needs, the learning environment was joyful, 
productive, and goal-focused. A good idea was integrated.  
Teaching and Learning on Campus 
A close cousin to the synergy of confluence is serendipity. Unbeknownst to 
me, this university had begun the development of the Teaching and Learning 
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Foundational Document (Appendix B) as I was developing the proposal for this 
study and working with Dr. Kanthan.  As luck—and appropriate expertise—would 
have it, I had the privilege of sitting on the steering committee as the Graduate 
Student Representative throughout the development process. As Darling-
Hammond (1998) indicated, "neither a heavy-handed view of top down reform 
nor a romantic vision of bottom-up change is plausible…policy makers need to 
understand that policy is not so much integrated as it is reinvented at each level 
of the system" (p. 646).  At various stages in the development of the foundational 
document, the University encouraged the involvement of the academic 
community. I was privy to the initial findings from the data gathering, and 
observed and participated in the gradual “unveiling” process designed to reify the 
document within the university community.   
The University carried out extensive information gathering sessions 
involving its communities in the development of the foundational document for 
teaching and learning. Where my study went deep, the University’s study went 
wide including students, sessional lecturers, and faculty in its series of one-time 
focus groups. The development of that document spanned several years with long 
breaks between meetings—not unlike the development of my own study.  
Although the draft of the document came out in spring 2008, the information 
was gathered from February to May 2006. The focus groups and meetings with 
students, instructional staff, and faculty conducted by the university between 
February and May of 2006 revealed information similar to that which the 
participants in my study shared—effectively raising my study’s  sample size from 
nine to 259.  
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Reflections on Methods 
In my study, having participants share their stories in a variety of ways, at 
various times, and in different settings revealed consistencies and 
inconsistencies. The inconsistencies were the most interesting to me. Had there 
only been a single group meeting or a single survey, as was the case in the 
University’s study, I don’t think these inconsistencies would have become 
apparent. For example, had there been a single meeting I might not have learned 
how faculty members are rewarded and feel valued (by student engagement and 
positive feedback). I might not have discovered that teaching was generally 
intrinsically motivated or that instructional practices evolved over time through 
experimentation. I might not have come to understand that, although restraining 
forces warrant consideration, they do not stop those who want to do the best they 
can for students from curricular innovation. I was led to believe that the driving 
forces were much stronger than the combined power of the restraining forces. I 
suppose asking proponents of active learning was “stacking the deck,” but I 
wanted to know out what might have caused curricular innovation, not what 
prevented it. 
When asked directly, faculty in my study shared recommendations similar 
to those shared by the larger group surveyed for the teaching and learning 
document, but they had focused on teaching and were using active learning 
without those recommendations in place! This group was using the innovation 
without the recommended driving forces and in spite of the perceived barriers. It 
might be that those recommendations are not necessary for the implementation 
of this innovation. I believe that to be one of the most significant aspects of this 
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study. It might be that actually implementing those recommendations will have 
no impact on teaching and the use of active learning in undergraduate classrooms 
whatsoever given that participants in this study had integrated active learning 
without those elements in place. That warrants further research. 
According to the study, students felt that teaching on campus was “good,” 
but could be better, and they wanted “to be intellectually challenged and engaged 
in their learning” (Appendix B, p. 16). Discussions with faculty and instructional 
staff revealed an overarching theme concerning the lack of “perceived value of 
teaching within the University” (Appendix B, p. 17) which was consistent with my 
findings. The recommendations from the University’s study (Appendix B, p 18-
21) were not dissimilar from the some of the themes revealed in my study but 
they stopped short of the deep rich subtleties my study revealed. I think these 
revelations and refinements are due to the research methods I used.  
Insights from Committee Involvement 
 Over the years I was involved as the Graduate Student representative on 
the Steering Committee for the development of The Teaching and Learning 
Foundational Document, I was fortunate to be invited to many meetings and 
hear the perspectives of faculty from across campus. I was struck by the 
dedication of faculty members and the seriousness with which they undertook 
this project. I was also struck by how foreign teaching was to some of the 
individuals involved. 
“Teaching” is my profession and the language I speak. I grew up knowing I 
was going to be a teacher. Teaching is what I have practiced and taught to others 
for 32 years. It is a large part of who I am. I did not get the sense that it was the 
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same for others in the room. What I know is not what they know. If anyone else 
would have started talking about their area of expertise, I would have been lost. I 
had the feeling that if I started talking about my area of expertise they would have 
been. This is not meant as a judgment; it is simply an observation. It reinforced 
the importance in my mind that in order to practice and learn more about 
something, being familiar with the language is crucial. For faculty development, I 
think active learning strategies are best introduced in relationship to a unique 
learning or instructional “problem,” and that the language of teaching is 
intentionally introduced. Like a traveler to a foreign country, it is important to 
learn the key phrases first. We might want to consider borrowing ideas from 
second-language instruction for faculty development and coaching regarding 
teaching in general.  
My Own Teaching 
I began teaching in 1977 when I was 20. My son Isaac is now in university 
and his brother Taylor is planning to do the same soon. I see curiosity and a 
passion for learning in both of them that makes me proud. With my oldest son 
attending university, I am privy to the “other” side. He offers me a student’s 
perspective that I find valuable in understanding the teaching-learning dynamic, 
and shares the goals he has, in addition to learning course  content, for the 
classes he chooses. 
I have taught Education classes for the past 18 years, and have used active 
learning to engage students. I teach classes in the same way as I facilitate 
workshops designed for adult learners. I began to increase student responsibility 
for decision-making regarding assignments over the past few years. As 
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individuals, students were able to decide on mark allocations within the 
university guidelines and propose assignments and projects they wished to carry 
out. I found that this caused a great deal of uncertainty and anxiety for many 
students. They were familiar with having precise guidelines and requirements.  
One of my objectives was to help students become responsible decision-makers. 
Occasionally, there would be resistance to this idea, but, with guidance and 
support, students came to appreciate the opportunity to have more say in their 
learning and how they would demonstrate that learning.  
From my own teaching I was familiar with the resistance participants in 
my study spoke of. I was actually familiar with their observations in general. 
Their experiences were not dissimilar from my own. I, too, developed a personal 
signature pedagogy early in my career. Because of my teacher training and 
exposure to professional development directly focused on teaching practices, my 
personal signature pedagogy is somewhat more expansive than that of the 
participants I worked with. I simply had access to more ideas early in my career 
that resonated with my personal and professional beliefs, and my profession was 
the practice of these ideas on a daily basis.  
Summary of Chapter 7 
 I learned a great deal through the various aspects of my research agenda 
on the integration of a good idea that is applicable to the integration of active 
learning in undergraduate classes. Most importantly for me, I realized that what 
is common practice for me is not common for others. The language of teaching is 
a foreign language to many.  It might be that coaching that meets the particular 
needs of the individual in a timely way is so effective because it is like having a 
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personal translator and tour guide to point out the sights and linking them to the 
individual’s personal preferences and interests.   
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Much has changed in the years of my research program.  Most notably, 
both my sons started and finished high school. The process of producing this 
dissertation took much longer and was much slower than I ever thought it would 
be, could be, or should be. Contrary to what some might think, there are 
advantages to using all the time available to complete a doctorate. Focusing one’s 
attention broadly and gently in a single direction over a number of years yields 
insights that might have otherwise been lost in a blur of “rush to finish.” In 
martial arts, this is called this seeing with “soft eyes.” That description best 
characterizes my doctoral work. What I saw through “soft eyes” as I thought and 
pondered and often completely ignored my study actually became more focused 
and distinctly clear over time. My process of discovery and insight could be 
likened to the process of fruit becoming fine full-bodied wine rather than a sow’s 
ear turning into a silk purse. What follows is the candid version of what 
transpired in this study, and what I learned and would do differently another 
time. 
In conducting this study, I found out many “asides” that were of interest 
but didn’t have a place in the formal aspects of a dissertation—and hence the 
Epilogue. 
Where Best Intentions and Reality Meet 
One describes a tale best by telling the tale. You see? The way one 
describes a story, to oneself or to the world, is by telling the story. It is a 
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balancing act and it is a dream. The more accurate the map, the more it 
resembles the territory. The most accurate map possible would be the 
territory, and thus would be perfectly accurate and perfectly useless. The 
tale is the map that is the territory.  (Gamon, 2001, p. 427) 
I started out with a plan that changed as the study went along. The first 
meeting with participants was actually two separate meetings because people 
couldn’t all meet at the same time. I did not have enough volunteers to begin with 
and so I invited more people who I knew to be enthusiastic and involved. I did 
not invite people from the College of Education, although that might have been 
the best pool to choose from, as far as active learning; but I had the feeling–and 
no more than that–that these people were interested enough in education to 
choose that area as their focus. I wanted faculty from other colleges where the 
content of what they teach is not education. That limited the shoulder-tapping I 
could do.  
After getting approval for the research study, contacting potential 
participants, and arranging times to meet to collect stories, I took over a year to 
organize and review the data. It was a long and, sometimes, frustrating 
experience studded with gems and insights. I listened to the taped interviews 
repeatedly. The stories and perceptions of the participants and my notes were 
examined and reexamined and then organized using the areas of the context, the 
person, and the innovation as well as the possible interactions of these forces.  
Looking at the data, I found that there are things I would do differently 
another time and there were things that looked like a good idea before actually 
working with real participants with busy schedules. It quickly became apparent 
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that faculty are extremely busy and that asking for too much of their time was just 
something I did not want to do. I was thankful that they had volunteered the time 
they had. I also saw that providing the forum for people who enjoyed teaching to 
talk about teaching was something special in itself. When we got together, the 
planned agenda morphed into something different, although it vaguely resembled 
the one I had entered the room with.  
As for the data collection, my instruments were less than perfect. I found 
out what I wanted to know but they could have been better. Section C of the 
survey proved to be confusing at best and ostracizing in one case. One participant 
actually refused to complete any of the paper instruments because of confusing 
wording in some cases and could read in much more than was actually there. This 
respondent had last minute things come up to prevent attendance at any of the 
group sessions although times were specially chosen to ensure this individual’s 
attendance. One frank phone call and a long interview were the sum total of the 
data contributed by this respondent. This individual’s perspective might be more 
reflective of the experiences and feelings of faculty who are less enthusiastic 
about teaching. This respondent appeared to actually want to be enthusiastic 
about teaching, but wasn’t, and that resistance provided an interesting foil to the 
rest of the data. Tension that exists between what a person should be interested 
in and what a person actually is interested is note-worthy.  
I taped all interviews except for the one where I couldn’t get the tape 
recorder to function even though I changed the batteries and tinkered with it only 
to discover after the interview that the pause button was on.  I learned something 
new about my Dictaphone that day and about preparedness. I also was very glad 
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to have the note-taking skills I have. We met in a loud, clanging college cafeteria 
so the recorder might not have been the best way to capture data anyway. Live 
and learn. It’s no wonder that people go on to do research after they have 
completed the doctorate–I can hardly wait for another opportunity to use what I 
have learned from this experience.  
Although the study was designed to hear the stories and perceptions of 
faculty who were using active learning, two people actually were not using active 
learning. Their stories and perceptions provided contrast which helped to define 
qualities more distinctly.  The information they offered was serendipitous. I saw 
more clearly the driving and restraining forces at work for faculty using active 
learning when I was able to see some of the driving and restraining forces at work 
in the cases of faculty who did not actually use active learning. In addition, 
because of the negatively-charged feelings in discussing active learning with 
faculty who thought they should use active learning but did not, I wondered if 
perhaps it is not advisable to have people teach who don’t want to teach, or to 
suggest that other methods of teaching be adopted.  
I don’t think the notion of “personal signature pedagogy” would have 
emerged without using a variety of data collection methods. As participants 
shared the same experiences—or variations on the experience—repeatedly, I 
noticed that they were not using a wide variety of active methods but rather one 
or two methods that they had become comfortable with over time through trial 
and error. It was more like putting additions on a house than tearing down an old 
house and building a new one. The basic house closely resembled the signature 
pedagogy of their discipline. 
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I found that people who were keen on teaching were busy teaching and I 
didn’t get as many participants clamoring to be involved as I would have liked. I 
had to shoulder tap people I knew who would most likely be cooperative and I 
was very persistent with a couple of people whose perspectives I was very 
interested in–and I’m glad I did. I felt awkward asking people to participate in 
the study. It was much easier working with “keeners” than with people who were 
feeling guilty about not using active learning.  
Good intentions fell by the wayside in the face of practical concerns. I 
abandoned “daily reflective questions” when I sensed that it was just too much 
when I introduced the idea. To implement that might have caused undue stress–
or so it seemed to me at the time. I didn’t push for things. If someone didn’t get a 
survey or inventory in I didn’t ask more than once. I figured the lack of input was 
as valuable a source of information as the completed form would be. That said, 
people were helpful. Once they were in, they were in. The group meetings were 
invigorating and enthusiastic.  
I lost enthusiasm at several points for a variety of reasons–whenever I was 
unsure of how to approach the next step, I would simply stop sometimes for up to 
a year at a time. I didn’t know what to do with all the data. I wondered if it was 
enough data or the right kind. Anytime I was discouraged, I would just stop. I’d 
move the binder from my desk to the shelf where I couldn’t see it. I doubted my 
judgment at nearly every juncture, and yet, I eventually discovered that making 
these decisions was my job, and that it was my job to learn how to do this–self-
directed, student-centered learning at its finest!  
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It seemed to me that the classes I had taken had not prepared me to do 
this research (although when I look back now I see it was all there). I often just 
didn’t have a clue how to do what needed to be done next. And all the very best 
guidance and patient support couldn’t seem to help me learn to do that any 
faster. So I wrote articles in medical education; and, after researching 
consistently winning teams by watching men’s rec hockey, I wrote a book 
chapter. I started an art studio and had two shows. I developed concepts for two 
television shows and continued to do workshops and facilitate sessions on 
leadership and change–anything at all to feel successful and productive because I 
didn’t get that working on the study.  
After a diversion, I would head back in and do more. When I felt lost, I 
went back to the purpose and guiding research questions and used them as an 
anchor line to show me the way back (Kurson, 2004). Just when it seemed that I 
was getting close, there was some other angle to consider, and many times I was 
grateful to have, as Kurson (2004) would say, boarded the “boat” with a plan, 
decided on a work area, set reasonable goals, and then had a strategy to 
accomplish those goals. I don’t imagine this is atypical in reviewing and analyzing 
a large amount of data; I just didn’t realize that I had as much data as I did!  
Time and again, I thought I was finished the analysis but would go back in 
with a new question or insight. The same thing happened with the writing 
process. I collected articles on how to do dissertations to help me learn what I 
needed to do. Just collecting these was inspiring and fueled me on for more work. 
When I was unsure of what to do next in my own study, I read chapters others 
had written. I rewrote my proposal in the past tense. I came to understand that I 
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would have to create the logic trail and the paper trail should anyone want to 
replicate this study or follow my logic in coming to similar conclusions and 
recommendations.  
As confluence would have it, the final lunge to completion happened when 
I couldn’t register for Term 2 2008—I had outstanding fees because of the 
medical and dental plan. I panicked because that would mean I might not be able 
to finish and I finally realized two things: I actually wanted to finish; and I didn’t 
want to keep paying fees! This was taking a long time if my original committee 
members were retiring and I was on the “old” grad studies plan! The institution 
was changing faster than I was. It was time to get a move on.  
In my art, I have a motto—“no day without a line.” There is a certain 
feeling I get when a painting is finally finished and it sells. It took a long time to 
get that feeling with this study. It is fitting, and perhaps not so surprising then, 
that the same process I eventually allowed myself is similar to the evolution of 
instructional practices that I observed in my own career and the careers of others. 
The change process I uncovered in the stories of people driven more by curiosity 
than restrained by fear was not dramatic “change” at all, but rather a gentle 
evolution rooted in perceived needs that were met gently and serendipitously 
with timely, appropriate, and applicable information that eventually became their 
“personal signature pedagogies.” 
Personal Growth and Change (or Silver Linings in Dark Clouds) 
I'm going to find out what I am. (Kurson, 2004, p. 81) 
I understand that completing a dissertation is about contributing 
knowledge to the academic community, but this process seemed to contribute to 
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the development of a more mature, humble, well-rounded, persistent, and 
knowledgeable character. Or at least I’d like to think so. I wonder if anyone has 
ever done a doctorate that studied the PhD experience. That one would interest 
me, because it took quite a while before I realized that, in choosing this program 
of study, I was learning more than the content it offered; more was going on than 
just the academic study.  
I was experiencing angst and turmoil as deep insecurities surfaced. Carl 
Jung would say I was coming face to face with my shadow and animus. Along 
with a rigorous program of research and writing a dissertation, I decided to learn 
to regain equilibrium more quickly, think and articulate more clearly, and use 
“incubation periods” productively. I was developing commitment and tenacity, 
and in the face of perceived adversity, I kept coming back and doing more, often 
when I felt like quitting. As Kurson said, “the worst possible decision is to give 
up” (2004, p. 84). 
Long fallow periods occurred with disappointments or uncertainty. On 
more than one occasion, I thought about abandoning the doctorate, and at those 
times I would do something else. “Something else” took a variety of interesting 
forms from hockey (Appendix A) to art. I was eventually patient with my creative 
process and gentle with myself when thoughts were not coming together and the 
whole thing felt foggy. During one of those fallow periods, Isaac gave me a book 
that he was excited about—Shadow Divers. Kurson (2004) was speaking to my 
experiences of “diving” into the doctoral program, sans air tanks, in this 
particular quotation:  
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A great diver learns to stand down his emotions. At the moment he 
becomes lost or blinded or tangled or trapped, that instant when millions 
of years of evolution  demand fight or flight and narcosis carves order from 
his brain, he dials down his fear and contracts into the moment until his 
breathing slows and his narcosis lightens and his reason returns. In this 
way he overcomes his humanness and becomes something else. In this 
way, liberated from instincts, he becomes a freak of nature. 
To arrive at such a state, the diver must know the creases and folds of 
dread, so that when it leaps on him inside a wreck he is dealing with an old 
friend. The process can take years. It often requires study, discussion, 
practice, mentoring, contemplation, and hard experience. At work, he 
nods when the boss reveals the latest sales figures, but he is thinking, 
‘whatever else is wrong inside a shipwreck, if you are breathing you are 
okay.’ Paying the bills or setting the VCR at home, he tells himself, ‘If you 
find trouble inside a wreck, slow down. Fall back. Talk yourself through it.’ 
As he gains more experience, he will meditate upon what every great diver 
tells him: ‘Fix the first problem fully and calmly before you even think 
about the second problem.’ (p. 38) 
After difficulty with the comprehensive exam, I had to “dial down” my fears and, 
although I resisted the impulse to flee, I froze. It took a long time to thaw. I felt 
that I knew more about the “creases and folds of dread” when I approached my 
committee with a second research proposal. Again, it had taken a long time to 
thaw after the freeze. My process took years and often required “study, 
discussion, mentoring, contemplation, and hard experience.” Deep down I knew 
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that “excellence is born of perseverance, dedication, focus, and tenacity” (Kurson, 
2004, p. 84) and that this journey was one of the most significant ones I would 
ever personally undertake.  
The Story and the Map 
Essentially a study is about answering a burning question. What I didn’t 
realize going into this doctoral program was that some of the burning questions I 
would explore would have to do with my own epistemology, tenacity, insecurities, 
and abilities. Along with a professionally rich and rewarding research program, I 
also had the opportunity to grow personally. Although it would be absurd to think 
that a project of this magnitude would not have an effect on an individual, I 
consciously had not considered that through the process of completing the 
doctoral study I would gradually change from an arrogant, bolting hare to a well-
worn, humbled, velveteen rabbit.  
I discovered that real things that last, like personal signature pedagogies, 
teaching traditions, meaningful relationships, deep understanding, and personal 
awareness, take time to develop. Completing a doctorate was the final thing I 
wrote on a list in my early 20s when I was a “baby teacher.” It seems that some 
things simply taker longer to complete than do others, and take heart that “most 
mind change is gradual, occurring over significant periods of time” (Gardner, 
2004, p. 211). I feel that my mind has truly changed over this course of study.  
The findings of this study indicated that a “good idea” is integrated into 
undergraduate classes through a series of simple, resonating renovations in a 
benevolently neutral environment. I hope I have also been able to convey that 
 229
   
both a job well done and deep, lasting change require the gentle acceptance of 
one’s own process.  
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PROFESSIONAL INVOLVEMENT DURING DOCTORAL PROGRAM 
 
Over the course of my doctoral studies I was involved in several projects 
related to my primary focus of active learning in undergraduate classes.  As is 
evidenced by the chronological listing that follows, I began with a book chapter 
related to one of the areas directly related to my own teaching experiences—the 
use of cooperative learning in post-secondary classrooms. I taught a class on this 
topic for several years, continue to regularly give workshops and presentations, 
and participate as a scholar with the Centre for the Study of Cooperatives.  
In the fall of 2003 I began working with Dr. Rani Kanthan as her 
instructional coach. In a collaboration that flourished and became increasingly 
productive, we researched, published and presented on the inclusion of active 
learning strategies in undergraduate medical classrooms. I also worked on 
several projects with Dr. Anurag Saxena, a colleague of Dr. Kanthan’s. Both Drs 
Kanthan and Saxena have gone on to Master’s Programs in Medical Education.  
Although we sat side by side writing each article, designing each poster, 
and developing each presentation together, I indicated my role of support and 
coach through second authorship in all cases. As a coach and instructional 
strategy expert, I was supporting them in their endeavors.  
Losers Swear Soon (2007) was a project that grew out of a desire to 
understand a Canadian pastime of which I had limited understanding. I surprised 
myself with my own propensity for research with the approach I took and the 







2003         Mills, S. (2003). Cooperative learning at the post-secondary level. 
In E. Ralph (Ed.), Effective College Teaching: Fresh Insights and 
Exemplary Practices. (Ch. 6). Hauppauge, NY: Nova Science 
Publishers.  
2004 Kanthan, R., and Mills S. Active Learning Strategies in 
Undergraduate Medical Education of Pathology:  A Saskatoon 
Experience (poster).  International Association of Medical Science 
Educators (IAMSE), Annual Meeting, July, 2004. (New Orleans) 
2005 Kanthan, R., and Mills S. Active Learning Strategies in 
Undergraduate Medical Education of Pathology:  A Saskatoon 
Experience.  Journal of International Association of Medical Science 
Educators (JIAMSE), 2005 15; (20):12-18.  
Kanthan, R., and Mills S. Multiple Intelligences in Undergraduate 
Medical Education. Journal of International Association of 
Medical Science Educators (JIAMSE) 2005 15: 49-56. 
Saxena, A., and Mills, S. Promoting reflective practice: Tools for 
individualizing resident training (poster). The Royal College of 
Physicians and Surgeons of Canada, Annual Conference, 





2006 Kanthan, R., Premkumar K, Mills S. Cooperative Learning as an 
Instructional Strategy in Undergraduate Medical Education 
(poster). CAMES Medical Education Conference, May, 2006. 
(London, ON) 
 Kanthan, R., and Mills S. Integration of CanMEDS in 
Undergraduate Medical Education: A course design model. Best 
Practices in Medical Education (poster). The Royal College of 
Physicians and Surgeons of Canada, Annual Conference, 
September, 2006. (Ottawa) 
 Kanthan, R., and Mills S. A framework for teaching and learning: 
Multiple Intelligences (workshop). 28th National McGraw-Hill 
Ryerson Teaching, Learning & Technology Conference, November, 
2006 (Saskatoon) 
Kanthan, R., and Mills S. Using metaphors, analogies, and similes 
as aids in teaching pathology to medical students. Journal of 
International Association of Medical Science Educators. (JIAMSE) 
2006 Jun 16: 19-26 
2007 Kanthan, R., and Mills S. The Power of Synergy: Transformational 
Connective Knowledge (workshop). 31st McGraw-Hill Ryerson 
National Teaching, Learning and Technology Conference. Ryerson 
University, Toronto, ON. Nov 17th 2007  
Kanthan, R., and Mills, S. Cooperative learning in the first year of 
undergraduate medical education.World J Surg Oncol. 2007 Nov 
28;5(1):136  
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Mills, S. (2007). Losers swear sooner: What it takes to be a 
consistently winning team. In D. McIntire (Ed.), Teamwork: 
Making the Dream Work. Indianapolis, IN: Precedent Press. 
2008 Saxena, A. & Mills, S. (in press). Crossword puzzles: Active learning 
in undergraduate Pathology and Medical Education. Archives of 
Pathology and Laboratory Medicine. 
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APPENDIX A-2 
Kanthan and Mills 
Dr. Kanthan and I were prolific in our endeavors during the four years we 
worked closely together. We are still collaborating as opportunities arise. Our 


































SAXENA AND MILLS 
 
 Dr. Anurag Saxena and I collaborated on two main projects. Artifacts of 
those projects are included. 
1) Award Winning Poster 
 
From: Anurag Saxena <anurag.saxena@usask.ca> 
To: Sheryl Mills <spiritsong7@yahoo.ca> 
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2005 12:09:26 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Royal College Annual Conference 
 
From: "Gervais, Louise" <lgervais@rcpsc.edu> 
Date: December 14, 2005 12:45:23 PM GMT-06:00 
To: rhatala@mac.com, saxena@sask.usask.ca, 9mc1@qlink.queensu.ca 
Subject: Royal College Annual Conference 
I just wanted you to note that your names have been posted on our website as winners of the 
Annual Conference paper/poster prizes. http://rcpsc.medical.org/meetings/2005/prizes_e.php  
Louise  
Louise Gervais, CMP  
Meetings Administrator  
The Royal College of Physicians and Surgeons of Canada  
774 Echo Drive  
Ottawa ON  K1S 5N8  




Prizes for best presentations at the 2005 Annual Conference 
During the 2005 Annual Conference, for the first time, the Annual Conference 
Committee offered prizes for the best oral presentation during the medical 
education/professional development paper session and the best overall poster 
presentation. 
Of the fifty-nine poster presentations rated on the structure of the poster and the 
visual presentation, we are also pleased to announce the Annual Conference Best 
Poster Presentation: 
0001 PROMOTING REFLECTIVE PRACTICE: TOOLS FOR INDIVIDUALIZING RESIDENT 
TRAINING: A. Saxena, S. Mills, Royal University Hospital, Educational Administration, 
University of Saskatchewan, Saskatoon 
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2) Saxena, A. & Mills, S. (pending publication). Crossword puzzles: Active 
learning in undergraduate Pathology and Medical Education.  Archives of 
Pathology and Laboratory Medicine. 
 
 
CROSSWORD PUZZLES: ACTIVE LEARNING IN UNDERGRADUATE 
PATHOLOGY MEDICAL EDUCATION 
 
SHORT TITLE:  
Crossword as an active learning strategy  
 
AUTHORS: 
Anurag Saxena 1, Raenelle Poole 2, Sheryl Mills 3
 
INSTITUTION: 
Department of Pathology, College of Medicine 1; Department of Educational 
Administration, College of Education 4; Fourth year medical student, College of 
Medicine 2;  University of Saskatchewan 
 
Corresponding author: 
Anurag Saxena MD 
Professor and Head, Division of Hematopathology 
Department of Pathology and Laboratory Medicine 
Royal University Hospital 
103 Hospital Drive 






Date:  2008-07-29 11:44:15 
Last Sent:  2008-07-29 11:44:15 
Triggered By:  Katie Giesen 
BCC: Redacted 
Subject: 2007-0697-EPR Decision Letter 
Message:   
 
Dear Dr. Saxena, 
Your manuscript "CROSSWORD PUZZLES: ACTIVE LEARNING IN 
UNDERGRADUATE PATHOLOGY AND MEDICAL EDUCATION" has been 
provisionally accepted for publication in the Archives of Pathology & Laboratory 







 During my program of research, I had two books chapters published. 


















The Teaching and Learning Foundational Document 
 
 I served on the Steering Committee for the development of this resource 













































MATERIALS FOR RECRUITMENT 









I am conducting research on active learning in the undergraduate 
university classroom as part of my PhD requirements in Educational 
Administration. I have a keen interest in instruction and want to find out how 
other instructors feel about using active learning with undergraduate students. 
For the purposes of this study, “active learning” includes those activities that 
students might be asked to do in class that encourage collaboration, discussion, 
critical and creative thinking, and reflection. 
 
The study specifically addresses: 
• faculty members’ perceptions of using active learning as a teaching and 
learning strategy; 
• the perceived personal driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms 
experienced by these faculty members; 
• the perceived organizational driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms 
experienced by these faculty members; and  
• the perceived interactions of these forces. 
 
Up to 16 participants, at two separate half day sessions spaced approximately 
four weeks apart, will engage in pair interviews, complete a survey, respond to an 
interest inventory, develop a force field analysis chart individually and in pairs, 
and create reflective questions about decisions about teaching. During the four 
weeks between the half day sessions, as a participant you will respond 
electronically to these reflective questions. During the final week you will 
participate in a final interview with me. In total, I estimate that participant 
involvement will amount to the equivalent of approximately three half days. 
 
This study is significant in two ways. It will provide insight into why faculty 
change instructional practices and what their reasons are for doing so; teaching 
occurs in many settings and this study may give ideas to others about changing 
instructional practices. Secondly, this study will contribute to the understanding 
of what drives and restricts change in the unique setting of at least one post-
secondary institution. The driving and restraining forces identified in this study 
may help others strategically plan to minimize the barriers and maximize the 
driving forces when encouraging change in other organizations.  
 
By being involved in this study you will have the opportunity to discuss teaching 
with faculty members from others colleges who also share an interest in teaching. 
 
 343
The first half day session is scheduled for the week of March 5th.  If you have any 
questions, please contact me at either 343 8309 or sdm746@mail.usask.ca  or Dr. 
Keith Walker at 966 7623.  
 






Materials for Participants 
D-1 Consent form 
D-2 Attachment to consent form 






Researcher: Sheryl Mills, Doctoral Candidate, University of Saskatchewan 
Advisor: Dr. Keith Walker, University of Saskatchewan 
 
The purpose of this research is to study the stories and perceptions of faculty who 
incorporate active learning in their undergraduate classes.  
 
Consent to Participate in the Study 
 
1. My participation in this study is voluntary and I understand that I am free to 
withdraw at any time. 
 
2. I understand that I will have an opportunity to review the summaries and 
interpretations of data collected from me in order to check and enhance the 
accuracy. Changes to data I have contributed will be made on my request. 
 
3. I understand that confidentiality will be protected through the use of 
pseudonyms in written reports and summaries, and because we will be in focus 
group settings, we will all be asked to only quote ourselves about the study to 
maintain confidentiality. I understand the importance of this and agree to only 
quote myself about the study.  
 
4. I understand that the information collected during this study will be used for the 
stated research purposes of the researcher’s dissertation, related publications, 
and possible presentations; the confidentiality of the research data with respect 
to other purposes will be strictly maintained.  
 
5. I understand that only the researcher, her advisors, and the pertinent 
participants* will have access to the data generated from this study.  All data will 
be kept in a secure place by the researcher and access will be controlled by her.  
(* only the individual that contributed the data may have access upon request to 
the data they have personally provided, but not to data provided by other 
individuals.) 
As a participant in this study, I acknowledge that I have been fully informed of these 
guidelines and that I have agreed voluntarily to participate under these conditions. 
 
Participant:________________________________________________          __   _ Researcher: ______________________________________________            _ Witness: ______________________________________________            Date:  _______________________________________________   
You may contact the researcher or the advisors at any time for any reason pertaining to 
this study. 
 
Sheryl Mills     Keith Walker, PhD 
Educational Administration   Educational Administration 








I am conducting research on active learning in the undergraduate university 
classrooms as part of my PhD dissertation through the Department of Educational 
Administration, University of Saskatchewan. I have a keen interest in instruction and 
want to learn more about the experiences of other instructors using active learning with 
undergraduate students. For the purposes of this study, “active learning” includes those 
activities that students might be asked to do in class that encourage collaboration, 
discussion, critical and creative thinking, and reflection. 
 
The study specifically addresses: 
• faculty members’ perceptions on the use of active learning as a teaching and 
learning strategy; 
• the perceived and experienced personal driving and restraining forces acting on 
the actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms; 
• the perceived and experienced organizational driving and restraining forces 
acting on the actualization of active learning in undergraduate university 
classrooms; and  
• the perceived interactions of these personal and organizational forces. 
 
On two separate half day sessions spaced approximately four weeks apart, up to 16 
participants will engage in paired interviews, complete a survey, respond to an interest 
inventory, develop a force field analysis chart individually and in pairs, and create 
reflective questions about teaching decisions. During the four weeks between the two 
half day sessions, participants will be invited to respond electronically to these reflective 
questions. During the final week instructors will participate in a final interview with me. 
In total, I estimate that participant involvement will amount to the equivalent of 
approximately three half days. 
 
This study is important in at least two ways. First, the study will provide insight into why 
faculty change instructional practices and what their reasons are for doing so. Teaching 
occurs in many settings and this study may provide ideas to others about changing 
instructional practices. Second, this study will contribute to our understanding of what 
drives and restricts change in this unique post-secondary setting. Perhaps identifying 
these driving and restraining forces will help others to strategically plan around or 
through the barriers and maximize the driving forces.  
 
Through your involvement in this study you will have the opportunity to discuss teaching 
with faculty members from others colleges who also share an interest in teaching. 
 
The first half day session is scheduled for the week of March 19th.  If you have any 
questions, please contact me at either 343-8309 or sheryl.mills@gmail.com or Dr. Keith 
Walker at 966- 7623.  
 




DATA/TRANSCRIPT RELEASE FORM 
 
I,__________________________________, have reviewed the quotes 
attributed to me and have been provided with the opportunity to add, alter, and 
delete information.  I acknowledge that the quotes accurately reflect what I 
said/wrote. I hereby authorize the release of this transcript to Sheryl Mills, the 
researcher in this study to be used in the manner described in the consent form. I 




Name of Participant  Date 
 
_________________________ _________________________ 
Signature of Participant  Signature of researcher 
 
 




Materials used with Participants: 
E-1 Agenda 
E-2 Surveys  
E-3 Interview Questions  
E-4 Interest Inventory  






Agenda-- Session 1 
 
Session 1 – the week of March 26, 2007 
Session 2 – the week of April 23, 2007 
 
(5 min.)  Welcome  
 
(10 min.) The Study and your part… 
 
(10 min.) Introductions 
• First name 
• Classes you teach 
 
(10 min.) Surveys and Superheroes 
 
(15 min.) Paired Interviews 
• Personal reflection with the questions 
• Interviewing and being interviewed (audio-taped) 
 
(15 min.) Success Stories (large group) 
 
(5 min.) Interest Inventory  
 
(25 min.) Force Field Analysis 
• Individual 
• Small groups 
 
(15 min.) Reflective Questions  
• Developing the questions (small groups and then large group) 
• Practicalities of receiving and responding to the questions daily 
 
(5 min.) Wrap-up and session evaluation 
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Agenda-- Session 2 
 
Session 1 – the week of March 26, 2007 
Session 2 – the week of April 23, 2007 
 
 Welcome  
 
 A Review of the Study  
 
Success Stories -- (large group) 
 
 Appreciative Inquiry Interviews 
• Personal reflection with the questions 
• Interviewing and being interviewed (key points noted) 
 
 Force Field Analysis 
• Individual 
• Small groups 
• Large group 
 






(In order to identify and match these data, please give the name of a superhero.) 
Introduction:  This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
Thank you in advance for providing valuable information about the current state 
of faculty interest in teaching for the purposes of this study. All responses will be 
kept anonymous and in confidence.  
 
SECTION A   
Please complete the following: 
1. Age 
<  29   30-34   35-39   40-44  45-49  50-54  
 55-59    60-64    > 65 
 
2. Sex    Male   Female 
 
3. Total years experience as a faculty member at this university     ________ 
Total years experience as a faculty member at other universities  _______ 
 
4. College 
Agriculture  Arts & Science Commerce  Dentistry 
Education  Engineering  Kinesiology  Law  
Medicine  Nursing  Pharmacy & Nutrition  
Veterinary Medicine   STM 
 
5. Please indicate, on each continuum, the approximate amount of time in 
the past year you spent engaged in each of the following aspects of the academic 
role to total 100%: 
 
Research/Writing  0%--------20%---------40%---------60%--------80%--------100%  
 
Teaching            0%--------20%---------40%---------60%--------80%--------100% 
 
Service             0%--------20%---------40%---------60%--------80%--------100% 
 
Administration   0%--------20%---------40%---------60%--------80%--------100% 
 
6. Please indicate on each scale from 0 to 5 (0 being “none whatsoever” 
and 5 being “extremely passionate about”) the interest you have in each of 
the following aspects of your academic role:  
 
Research/Writing  0----------1-----------2-----------3----------4----------5  
 
Teaching    0----------1-----------2-----------3----------4----------5  
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Service    0----------1-----------2-----------3----------4----------5  
 
Administration   0----------1-----------2-----------3----------4----------5  
 





Please review the following statements and indicate for each one if you 
strongly disagree, disagree, agree or strongly agree. If you don’t know or don’t 
have an opinion please circle *Don’t Know*. 
 
1. Making learning more active for students has a relative 
advantage over other ideas about teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
2. Making learning more active for students has a relative 
advantage over the current situation. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
3. Including more active learning is compatible with the existing 
organizational values. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
4. Including more active learning is compatible with past 
experiences. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
5. Including more active learning is compatible with the needs of 
the students. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
6. Active learning is easy to incorporate in the university 
classroom. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
7. Active learning can be tried in small ways. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
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8. Active learning can be modified as needed. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
9. Other faculty members can see the results of implementing 
active learning. 
 




The purpose of this portion of the questionnaire, an adapted form of the Concerns-Based 
Adoption Model (C-BAM) is to determine what people who are incorporating active learning 
strategies in their teaching (or are thinking about incorporating active learning strategies in their 
teaching) are concerned about at various times of the innovation adoption process. Please 
respond to each item in terms of your present concerns about your involvement or potential 
involvement with including active learning in your teaching. 
 
1.  I am concerned about student attitudes towards including more active 
learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
2.  I know of some other approaches that might work better than the 
changes I am making by including more active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
3.  I am concerned about not having enough time to organize myself each 
day to include more active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
4.  I would like to help other faculty with including more active learning in 
their teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
5.  I have very limited knowledge about including more active learning in my 
teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
6.  I would like to know the effect of including more active learning in my 
teaching on my professional status. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
7.  I am concerned about conflict between my interest in including more 
active learning in my teaching and my other responsibilities. 
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Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
8.  I am concerned about revising my use of including more active learning 
in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
9.   I would like to develop working relationships with faculty members in 
my department and in other colleges and universities about including more 
active learning in their teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
10.  I am concerned about how including more active learning in my 
teaching affects students. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
11.  I am not concerned about including more active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
12.  I would like to know how to make decisions about including more active 
learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
13.  I would like to discuss the possibility of including more active learning 
in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
14.  I would like to know what resources are available if we decide to include 
more active learning in our teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
15.  I am not concerned about my ability to manage all that including more 
active learning in my teaching requires. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
16.  I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed to 
change if I am including more active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
17.  I would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the 
progress of including more active learning in my teaching. 
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Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
18.  I am concerned about evaluating any impact on students in relation to 
including more active learning in my teaching 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
19.  I would like to revise my teaching to include more active learning in my 
teaching as an instructional approach. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
20.  I am completely occupied with other things besides including more 
active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
21.  I would like to modify our use of including more active learning in our 
teaching based on the experiences of our students. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
22.  Although I don’t know about including more active learning in my 
teaching, I am concerned about things in the area. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
23.  I would like to excite my students about their part in active learning. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
24.  I am concerned about the time spent working with nonacademic 
problems related to including more active learning in my teaching.  
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
25.  I would like to know how including more active learning in my teaching 
will require attention in the immediate future. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
26.  I would like to coordinate my effort with others to maximize the effects 
of including more active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
27.  I would like to have more information on time and energy commitments 
required by including more active learning in my teaching. 
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Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
28.  I would like to know what other faculty are doing about including more 
active learning in their teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
29.  I am not interested in learning about including more active learning in 
my teaching at this time. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
30.  I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance, or replace active 
learning. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
31.  I would like to use feedback from students to make changes to including 
more active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
32.  I would like to know how my role will change when I am including more 
active learning in my teaching. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
33.  Coordination of tasks and people in relation to including more active 
learning in my teaching is taking too much of my time. 
 
Strongly Disagree------Disagree ------ Agree --------Strongly Agree  *Don’t Know* 
 
34.  I would like to know how including more active learning in my teaching 
is better than what we have now. 
 




Now that you have completed the survey, are there are general comments you 














Paired Interviews (Session 2) 
Please relate a story of a personal teaching experience that inspired you to 
continue with active learning in your undergraduate teaching. Please give as 
much detail as possible. 
What brings you joy in your teaching?  
Please relate a “success” story about your teaching. 
Individual Interview Questions: 
When did you begin adding active learning to your teaching? 
What are some activities you do in lectures to engage students?  
Please describe the teaching you do and the courses you teach. 
How long have you taught these courses? 
What do you enjoy most about the courses you teach? 
What is it that you value most about the interactions you have with students? 
Please tell a “success” experience you have had teaching. 
What do you feel has inspired you most to make changes in your teaching? 
What factors have had a dampening effect on your interest in teaching?  
How do your teaching and research late? 
What do you feel is the importance of teaching in your department?  
at the University? in the international academic field? 
If you had advice to give to a colleague about teaching what would that advice be? 








PART A: Within the tradition of lecture-based classes, active learning strategies 
engage students in learning and processing the content of a course while 
enhancing the development of interpersonal, communication and problem-
solving skills.  There are a wide variety of active learning strategies that can be 
incorporated depending on the objectives for the course, the needs of the 
students, and instructor preferences. For the purposes of this study “active 
learning strategies” are those activities that students are asked to do in class that 
encourage collaboration, discussion, critical and creative thinking, and reflection. 
 
USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE TO INDICATE HOW FREQUENTLY 
YOU HAVE INCORPORATED EACH OF THE FOLLOWING INTO 
YOUR TEACHING IN THE LAST 2 YEARS:  
 
0 --not at all, 1--rarely, 2--occasionally, 3--frequently, and 4—
regularly 
 
_____ Simulations       _____ Brainstorming 
_____ Demonstrations       _____ Experiments  
_____ Debates       _____ Structured Controversy  
_____ Role play       _____ Concept Mapping 
_____ Small group discussions      _____ Jigsaws 
_____ Problem solving/PBL     _____ Journaling 
_____ Case studies       _____ In-class work teams          
_____ Games           _____ Action Research 
_____ Creating visual representations & models  
_____ Research & presentations 
Other 
_______________________________________________________ 
Please put a * beside those strategies above that you would like to 
know more about. 
 
 
PART B: The purpose of faculty development, in general, is to help us keep 
current with new trends, to learn new skills, and to practice and refine existing 
skills. It consists of those activities and initiatives that support professional 
growth and change.  
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USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE TO INDICATE THE EXTENT TO 
WHICH YOU HAVE PARTICIPATED IN THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF 
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT ABOUT TEACHING IN THE PAST 2 
YEARS EITHER AS A PARTICIPANT OR A PRESENTER: 
0 --not at all, 1--rarely, 2--occasionally, 3--frequently, and 4—
regularly 
 
_____ Workshops (participant, presenter) 
_____ Lecture/presentation/conference (participant, presenter) 
_____ Professional reading in the area (participant, presenter) 
_____ Study groups (participant, presenter) 
_____ Peer consultation (participant, presenter) 
_____ Peer coaching (participant, presenter) 
_____ Instructional coaching (participant, presenter) 
_____ Mentoring (participant, presenter) 
_____ Communities of Practice (participant, presenter) 
 
USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE TO INDICATE HOW EFFECTIVE 
HAVE EACH OF THESE FORMS OF FACULTY DEVELOPMENT 
ENHANCED YOUR TEACHING PRACTICES: 
 
0-not at all, 1-somewhat, 2-moderately, 3-considerably, 4-to a great 
extent  
 
_____ Workshops (participant, presenter) 
_____ Lecture/presentation/conference (participant, presenter) 
_____ Professional reading in the area (participant, presenter) 
_____ Study groups (participant, presenter) 
_____ Peer consultation (participant, presenter) 
_____ Peer coaching (participant, presenter) 
_____ Instructional coaching (participant, presenter) 
_____ Mentoring (participant, presenter) 
_____ Communities of Practice (participant, presenter) 
 
What other forms of faculty development have you participated in or facilitated 








USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE TO INDICATE HOW EACH OF THE 
FOLLOWING MOTIVATES YOU TO INCLUDE MORE ACTIVE 
LEARNING IN YOUR TEACHING:  
 
0-not at all, 1-somewhat, 2-moderately, 3-considerably, and 4-to a great extent 
 
Publishing the results of a survey of recent graduates that reveals what they 
thought of their education 
 0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
 






A greater emphasis on teaching in all appointment and promotion proceedings 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
  
Government agencies and foundations making more money available for research 
and experimentation on ways to improve teaching effectiveness 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
  
Doing more to determine how much students have learned in their courses 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
 
Requiring student evaluations for all courses and sections 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
  




Offering small grants to faculty members who wish to try new methods of 
instruction with the stipulation that each project be carefully evaluated and 
publicizing the results widely 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
 






PART B  
 
USE THE FOLLOWING SCALE TO INDICATE HOW MUCH EACH OF 
THE FOLLOWING DETRACTS FROM YOUR ATTENTION TO 
TEACHING:  
 
0-not at all, 1-somewhat, 2-moderately, 3-considerably, 4-to a great extent 
 
Personal interest in other areas 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
 
Professional and personal autonomy in the role of faculty member 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
 
Specialization of faculty 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
 
Isolation and fragmented communication among faculty members given the great 
degree of autonomy and specialization 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
   
Competition for resources 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
  
Emphasis on research and writing 
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
   
Conflicting messages given through the university reward structure  
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
 
Being a teacher has not been highly regarded or rewarded organizationally  
0---------------1---------------2----------------3----------------4 
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ETHICS APPROVAL 
F-1 Application for Approval of Research Protocol  
F-2 Approval of Research Protocol  
 
F-3 Ethics Certificate 
 




Application for Approval of Research Protocol 
 
 
1.   Supervisor:  Dr. Keith Walker, Department of Educational 
Administration, College of Education, University of 
Saskatchewan 
1a) Student:   Sheryl Mills (Doctoral Candidate) 
1b) Anticipated start date: September 18, 2006 
      Expected end date: October 23, 2006 
 
2.  Title of Study: Stories and perceptions of faculty who incorporate active 
learning in undergraduate classes 
 
3.  Abstract:  At the post-secondary level, faculty members are being encouraged to 
adopt more active learning in their lectures to better meet the learning needs of students; 
by engaging students in their own learning, active learning increases retention (Wright & 
O'Neil, 1994; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1994; Russell, Hendricson, & Herbert, 1984; 
Biggs, 1999; Nelson, 2001; Zull, 2002; Panitz, 2003). This mixed method study has 
applicability at the university/post-secondary education levels and is guided by the 
general question of what are the stories and perceptions of faculty who incorporate 
active learning in undergraduate classes? More specifically the research addresses: 
1. faculty members’ perceptions of using active learning as a teaching and 
learning strategy; 
2. the perceived personal driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms 
experienced by these faculty members; 
3. the perceived organizational driving and restraining forces acting on the 
actualization of active learning in undergraduate university classrooms 
experienced by these faculty members; and 
4. the perceived interactions of these forces. 
4. Funding: Graduate student will fund the study.  
5. Expertise: (None of these criteria apply to this study.) 
6. Conflict of Interest: No conflict of interest is expected in this study. 
7.  Participants: Volunteer participants, faculty members at the University of 
Saskatchewan as defined by the University of Saskatchewan Faculty Association, for the 
study will be garnered in three ways: 
1) There will be an advertisement about the study in Bridges; 
2) I will contact award winning teachers and nominees from the past five years (names 
are published publicly); and 
3) An advertisement email will be sent to deans and department heads with a request to 
forward the advertisement on all tenured faculty members.  
The group will ideally consist of from 8 – 16 volunteers and a snowballing technique 
may be used if the initial number of participants is less than that number. 
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7a) Recruitment Material:  Please see Appendix A for the letter that will be sent to the 
deans of all colleges on the University of Saskatchewan campus and the letter of 
invitation to potential participants [Appendix B]. 
8. Consent: Faculty members will be informed that participation is entirely voluntary and 
that it is their right to withdraw from the study at any time. Participants will be informed 
that they may withdraw at any time although a commitment to be involved for the 
duration of the study and the importance of continued involvement will be stressed prior 
to an individual becoming involved. Participants can contact the researcher with any 
concerns. [See Appendix B for the consent form] 
8.a) Alternative consent protocols are not necessary in this study. 
8.b) No permission is required from another organization to proceed with the research. 
8.c) No children under the age of 18 are involved in this study. 
8.d) Participants are not in a dependent relationship to the researcher. 
8.e) All participants will be able to give consent/assent. 
8.f) Participants will not be observed without their knowledge. The participants are not a 
pre-formed group or a captive group. 
8.g) The group of participants is not a pre-formed group of individuals but rather, is a 
group of individuals who come together for the purpose of this study. 
9.  Methods/ Procedures: From mid-September to mid-October 2006, participants, at 
two separate half day sessions spaced four weeks apart, will engage in pair interviews, 
complete a survey, respond to an interest inventory, develop a force field analysis chart 
individually and in pairs, and create reflective questions about decisions they make about 
their teaching. During the four weeks between the half day sessions, participants will 
respond electronically to the reflective questions daily. During the final week participants 
in pairs will participate in a final interview. [All materials that will be used are presented 
in Appendix C.] 
10.  Storage of Data: Dr. Keith Walker, my research supervisor, will ensure that data is 
stored in a secure location for a minimum of five years after the completion of the study.  
As data are collected, these will be stored in a locked and secure area. Data will include 
audio-taped interviews, the transcriptions of these interviews, completed surveys and 
interest inventories, flip chart materials, force field charts and session notes from half day 
sessions, and electronic reflections which will be printed and stored. 
11. Dissemination of Results: The data collected will be used in my doctoral 
dissertation, journal articles, and conference presentations. A summary will be available 
to participants and the dissertation will also be available through the library system. The 
raw data will not be made generally available other than to members of my advisory 
committee. 
12. Risk, Benefits, and Deception: Participants will benefit by being involved in this 
study with its focus on instruction in undergraduate classes by meeting with other faculty 
members from other colleges on The University of Saskatchewan campus who share this 
interest. Of potential benefit to the wider educational community is the information and 
further understanding the study will unearth about the experiences of instructors who are 
keenly interested in instruction, and the driving and restraining forces they have 
experienced personally, organizationally, and with active learning as an innovation in 
particular. 
12. a-b) I am not studying a vulnerable population or a captive or dependent population.  
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12. c) There is no power relationship between the researcher and the participants.  
12. d)Although some specific information shared in the group setting or in the paired 
interviews in the data file may be linked with specific participants by other participants, 
pseudonyms will be used to protect the participants’ anonymity in the general population. 
Participants will be asked to only quote themselves when discussing the study but this is 
out of the control of the researcher. 
12. e) Third parties will not be exposed to a loss of confidentiality or anonymity.  
12. f) I will be using audio-tapes.  
12. g) Participants will not be actively deceived or misled. 
12. h) The research is not likely to cause any degree of discomfort, fatigue, or stress. 
12. i) I will not ask intentionally uncomfortable, disquieting, personal, or sensitive 
questions. 
12. j) It is highly unlikely that the procedures will induce embarrassment, humiliation, 
lowered self-esteem, guilt, conflict, anger, distress, or any other negative emotional state. 
12. k) There is no anticipated likelihood of any social risk such as loss of privacy, 
reputation or status as all participants will be participating volitionally.  
12. l) The research will not infringe on the rights of the participants. 
12. m) The participants will not be receiving compensation of any sort other than the 
benefits associated with being in a group of individuals who share a keen interest in 
instruction in undergraduate classes. 
12. n) I can think of no other possible harm that might come to the individuals 
volunteering to participate in this study. 
13. Confidentiality: All participants in the study will remain anonymous outside of the 
group. They will be known to the deans of their colleges. At no point will their identities 
be revealed outside of the group. Participants will know each other in the group and will 
be asked to only quote themselves outside of the group and to not take the information 
from the group into a wider venue. The consent form, which clearly states how the group 
was formed, will ask each participant to acknowledge his/her responsibility and 
agreement to protect the integrity and confidentiality of what others in the group have 
said during the group sessions. With these careful instructions to the group, there is no 
risk to participants in any way. All information regarding participants will be information 
that the participants themselves have provided and given permission to use. Identities of 
all participants will be protected and anonymity assured. No audio taping will be used 
without permission. Participants will be fully informed of the purpose of the research. 
The research procedures should cause no discomfort, fatigue, or stress. 
14. Data/Transcript Release: It is possible, although unlikely, that participants will be 
identifiable by their direct words. Participants will have an opportunity to review the 
quotations that will appear in written or oral presentations of the material, and grant 
permission to the researcher to include those quotations. The researcher will also make an 
effort to filter out any expressions that might identify participants. This permission will 
be recorded in writing on a transcript release form. [Appendix D] 
15. Debriefing and Feedback: Debriefing and discussion of the process of the study will 
occur at the final interview with participants. At this time participants will be informed as 
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Survey Section B Summary 
Statement Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree   
Making learning more active for 
students has a relative advantage 
over other ideas about teaching 
0 0 3 4 
Making learning more active for 
students has a relative advantage 
over the current situation 
0 0 3 4 
Including more active learning is 
compatible with the existing 
organizational values 
0 2 3 2 
Including more active learning is 
compatible with past experiences 
0 2 5 0 
Including more active learning is 
compatible with the needs of the 
students 
0 0 2 5 
Active learning is easy to incorporate 
in the university classroom 
0 3 4 0 
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Active learning can be tried in small 
ways 
0 0 2 5 
Active learning can be modified as 
needed 
0 1 4 2 
Other faculty members can see the 
results of implementing active 
learning 
0 4 3 0 
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Survey Section C  Summary 
Statement Strongly 
Disagree 




1) I am concerned 
about student 
attitudes towards 
including more active 









2) I know of some 
other approaches that 
might work better 
than the changes I am 
making by including 
more active learning 









3) I am concerned 
about not having 
enough time to 
organize myself each 
day to include more 










4) I would like to help 
other faculty with 
including more active 








5) I have very limited 
knowledge about 
including more active 









6) I would like to 
know the effect of 
including more active 
learning in my 









7) I am concerned 
about conflict 
between my interest 
in including more 
active learning in my 










8) I am concerned 
about revising my use 
of including more 









9) I would like to 
develop working 
relationships with 
faculty members in 
my department and in 
other colleges and 
universities about 
including more active 
learning in their 
teaching 







10) I am concerned 
about how including 
more active learning 










11) I am not 
concerned about 
including more active 












12) I would like to 
know how to make 
decisions about 
including more active 










13) I would like to 
discuss the possibility 
of including more 
active learning in my 
teaching 






14) I would like to 
know what resources 
are available if we 







decide to include 
more active learning 
in our teaching 
15) I am not 
concerned about my 
ability to manage all 
that including more 









16) I would like to 
know how my 
teaching or 
administration is 
supposed to change if 
I am including more 










17) I would like to 
familiarize other 
departments or 
persons with the 
progress of including 
more active learning 








18) I am concerned 
about evaluating any 
impact on students in 
relation to including 
more active learning 







19) I would like to 
revise my teaching to 
include more active 
learning in my 
teaching as an 
instructional 
approach 






20) I am completely 
occupied with other 
things besides 
including more active 











21) I would like to 
modify our use of 
including more active 
learning in our 







teaching based on the 
experiences of our 
students 
22) Although I don’t 
know about including 
more active learning 
in my teaching, I am 
concerned about 
things in the area 
0 1 
CU 




23) I would like to 
excite my students 









24) I am concerned 
about the time spent 
working with 
nonacademic 
problems related to 
including more active 










25) I would like to 
know how including 
more active learning 
in my teaching will 
require attention in 








26) I would like to 
coordinate my effort 
with others to 
maximize the effects 
of including more 









27) I would like to 
have more 
information on time 
and energy 
commitments 
required by including 
more active learning 








28) I would like to 
know what other 
faculty are doing 
about including more 
active learning in 









29) I am not 
interested in learning 
about including more 
active learning in my 








0 0 0 
30) I would like to 
determine how to 
supplement, enhance, 









31) I would like to use 
feedback from 
students to make 
changes to including 
more active learning 
in my teaching 






32) I would like to 
know how my role will 
change when I am 
including more active 









33) Coordination of 
tasks and people in 
relation to including 
more active learning 
in my teaching is 









34) I would like to 
know how including 
more active learning 
in my teaching is 
better than what we 
have now 








Table G.3.  
Interest Inventory Part A: Frequency of use of active learning strategies 
(N=7) 
          Strategy Frequency of Use          Interest 
Debates       0         1 
Jigsaws       1         1 
Concept Mapping       3         5 
Action Research       3         3 
Structured Controversy       4         1 
Role play       4         1 
Games        5         1 
Journaling       6         3 
Brainstorming       8         0 
Simulations      10         2 
Create visual models      12         4 
Experiments      13         1 
Demonstrations          14         0 
Discussions (groups)      15          1 
Case studies      16          0 
Problem solving/PBL                 17         1   
In-class work teams                 17                     1     
Research & presentations      18         1 
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APPENDIX G-4 
Table G.4.  
Interest Inventory Part B: Participation and effectiveness of faculty 
development  
Faculty Development Frequency Effectiveness out of 4 
Communities of Practice 2 2 
Study groups 2 1 
Peer coaching 3 1.5 
Instructional coaching 4 2.5 
Mentoring 5 1.5 
Professional reading         11                  2.5 
Peer consultation 11 2 
Workshops 15 2.5 




Table G.5.  
Summary of Individual Force Field Analysis Part A 
Survey Item Not 
at 
all 
Somewhat Moderately Considerably To a 
great 
extent 
Publish the results of a 
survey of recent 
graduates that reveals 
what they thought of 
their education 
3 2 0 0 1 
A personal desire to 
improve the quality of 
education for students 
0 0 0 3 5 
Intrinsic motivation 0 0 0 4 2 
A greater emphasis on 
teaching in all 
appointment and 
promotion proceedings 
2 0 3 1 1 
Make more money 
available for research 
and experimentation on 
ways to improve 
1 1 3 1 1 
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teaching effectiveness 
Do more to determine 
how much students have 
learned in their courses 
1 0 0 2 3 
Require student 
evaluations for all 
courses and sections 
1 2 0 0 3 
Provide opportunities 
for instructors to receive 
assistance to improve 
their teaching 
0 0 3 2 2 
Small grants to faculty 
to try new methods of 
instruction; each project 
is evaluated. Results 
publicized. 
0 1 0 3 3 
Prizes and other forms 
of recognition for good 
teaching 





Summary of Individual Force Field Analysis Part B 
Survey Item Not-
at all 
Somewhat Moderately Considerably Great 
extent 
Personal interest in 
other areas 
0 3 2 2 0 
Professional and 
personal autonomy in 
the role of faculty 
member 
4 1 1 0 1 




faculty members given 
the great degree of 
autonomy and 
specialization 
1 0 3 1 2 
Competition for 
resources 
0 3 3 1 0 
Emphasis on research 
and writing 
1 0 2 3 1 
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Conflicting messages 
given through the 
university reward 
structure 
0 1 1 1 3 
Being a teacher has not 
been highly regarded or 
rewarded 
organizationally 
0 2 1 3 1 
Highly competitive 
nature of the promotion 
system 





Participants were given opportunities to share stories that were special to 
them in a variety of ways. In some cases the stories were shared several times in 
various settings. The purpose of the meetings and the one-on-one interviews was 
to provide a different opportunities and conditions for stories to be shared. The 
stories told in the interviews, the group meetings, and on the Interview 
Discussion Guide (completed by five participants) are grouped by themes. The 
focus is on the stories told rather than on the tellers of the stories. Although the 
stories are not direct quotations they are told in first-person.  In all but one case 
the information shared in the interviews was congruent with stories and 
perceptions shared in the group meetings and on the forms. As the main purpose 
of the study was to identify driving and restraining forces that have an impact on 
the use of active learning in undergraduate classes, the stories shared by 
participants have been combined to construct an aggregate picture. 
What Do You Love About Teaching? 
“What do you love about teaching?” was one of the first questions I asked 
participants. The question was also asked on the Interview Discussion Guide. 
Participants generally indicated that it was about the genuine involvement and 
interest of the students in the class.  
Story 1 
I like planning and modeling for “ecstatic” experiential adventures into 
dangerous unknown “voids” of social “messes” learning; exploring can be an 
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endorphin rush. The joy of growth is inherently valuable, independent of 
application.  
Story 2  
Inspiring students, switching on “light bulbs” and interactions with 
students are what I like most in my teaching. 
Story 3  
I like being able to talk to students at a deeper level about a topic and 
knowing that students got interested in the class for the term and are thinking 
about ideas from the class 
Story 4 
I like the interaction with students and learning along with them. I also 
like relaying personal experiences. 
Defining Moments 
In our last group meeting, participants were asked to share what had been 
engaging for them in teaching and active learning, and what were the defining 
moments that turned them on to active learning. They tended to remember 
stories from their days as a student and wondered if indeed we teach as we are 
taught. The following stories were shared. Five people were able to attend. The 
stories were shared in this order: 
The Starfish!  
In a huge lecture theatre in my first year of university I was shown a 
starfish. I was really moved – transfixed! The way I saw the power of the 
beauty was a spiritual experience. I wanted to give others this experience of 
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total engagement. I want my students to have that profound feeling in my 
lectures. 
Getting Soaked!  
In one of my university classes a professor brought in a huge water 
pump to demonstrate the cardio-vascular system. He opened the valve and 
everyone got wet in the lecture theatre. We saw – and felt -- the power of the 
heart. 
Fireworks!   
I remember a lecture in chemistry when I was a student. Our professor 
had arranged – months or years in advance -- for an expert on fireworks to 
come into our class –to demonstrate fireworks. Things were exploding in class! 
He showed how to use chemistry for something real. And had some enthusiasm 
for it! You’ve got to be excited about what you teach… 
The Pendulum…  
A defining moment for me was when a TA pointed out how exciting a 
pendulum is. I thought he was crazy! But he kept asking us questions to get us to 
think deeper. We ended up making a special pendulum to carry out research. I 
love clocks to this day! He inspired curiosity with his enthusiasm. 
Abstract and Real.  
For me, it was a defining concept really. I was excited when my 
professors linked abstract concepts to real world events so that I could see the 





Getting Started with Active Learning    
 The following stories were shared by participants as to how they began 
including active learning in their own teaching. One participant did not have a 
triggering event as that individual did not use active learning. 
Trigger 1 
I was teaching a smaller class of a course that a colleague had developed 
that relied on using current resources and the Socratic Method. He insisted that 
I use this method and then sat in the back of the class to observe and ask 
questions! I knew then how students felt when they were put on the spot. I have 
been modifying and using this method ever since. (N19) 
Trigger 2 
I’ve always tried to make the magic and joy of learning apparent to my 
students even when I was teaching piano lessons as a teenager. (N22) 
Trigger 3 
I’ve always used active learning; it is foundational to the sciences. 
Perhaps the influence of my European education also had something to do with 
it. (N21) 
Trigger 4 
My third year in I started using active learning. I didn’t have sort of a 
role model or a mentor that way because that really wasn’t part of our culture 
at the time. It was just sort of something spontaneous. I knew that I had these 
other things that I could bring to my classroom and then I had to think about, so 
how could I incorporate that into my teaching and what would I want as a 
student? What things would I want in my hands that would make it easier for 
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me to follow along? Around the same time I attended a fall teaching institute 
and heard about semi-notes. It was an organic process as opposed to modeling 
a senior faculty member’s teaching practices. I tried it out in one course and 
saw how it went and progressively added it across the courses that I taught. It 
worked out fine. (N9.1) 
Trigger 5 
A few things converged -- I was reading about active learning, I finally 
had control of the syllabus, and I recognized that my students were having 
trouble with estimating. I knew that the ability to estimate quickly would serve 
them well in their careers so I set them up to work in groups to help each other 
while I circulated. It worked very well! (N13) 
Trigger 6 
I used active learning right from the start in the 3rd year seminar-like 
small classes I was teaching. (N11) 
Trigger 7 
At the Learneds a number of years ago I attended a session given by an 
English professor discussing Henry James as an impressionist writer at the 
same time as the impressionist painters. The language he was using was similar 
to the language I was thinking about economics. Monet and James were 
painting/writing models of the process of abstraction. Eliminating much of the 
detail and focusing on the critical elements is very similar to the process that 
economists use…the ones that students say bear no resemblance to reality. That 
session sparked something in me that resulted in a lecture I give now (“Models, 
Metaphor and Monet”), and in using more active learning with my students to 
 390
help them see the connections between abstract theoretical concepts and reality. 
(N16) 
Trigger 8 
My first degree is a Bachelor of Physical Education. I went on to do a 
Masters’ degree in Education and then a PhD. I am active learning! It suits me. 
You can’t teach PhysEd without being active. I have brought that philosophy 
with me into the university setting. (N25) 
Stories of Success 
The following vignettes are drawn from stories of success participants 
shared in the group meetings and the interview. Participants indicated that they 
involved the students more in graduate classes but for the purposes of this study I 
have focused on the examples from the undergraduate classes.  
There were some common elements in the success stories. There was often 
connection and direct applicability to the real world, students had choice in what 
they did and how they did it, groups were at least an option, and students often 
had the opportunity to present information to their peers.  
Some activities happened outside of the designated class time (which was 
mostly reserved for lectures), some activities were designed to “hook” the 
students, and some had the students actively engaged in the content. Some 
vignettes illustrated that active learning was embedded in the structure of the 
course while others indicated that active learning was used to engage students in 
the lecture but not necessarily involve them in the processing of information in 




When I was “green” I taught a class that used a lot of active learning. 
That was eight years ago. Now I get students working together on-line outside 
of class. It’s a lot of work to monitor their conversations. 
Vignette 2 
Students are active in the lab – that’s the hands-on part of Science. In 
class I get them laughing and engaged in my lectures – I demonstrate a 
molecule by jumping up on the desk or getting students to count the digits in 
their names to show normal distribution curve.  
Vignette 3 
In the first class I invite students to introduce themselves to their 
neighbor -- but they don’t have to if they don’t want to; I don’t like to impose my 
authority on them. After a couple of minutes I say, “Let’s talk about the kinds of 
things you shared and the kinds of things you didn’t share.” I use this activity to 
illustrate concepts I’ll be discussing in the lecture – the activity introduces the 
content. 
Vignette 4 
I start the class every year with a role playing exercise that divides the 
class into two – one half is a co-op and the other is a profit company – both 
providing the same product. Groups are asked to determine the price they are 
going to charge for this product. They have 20 minutes to come up with 
something. I’ve done this enough times that I know what their answers will be. 
This gets them talking and then I explain the concepts. There are seminal papers 
that outline 4 different theories on what the co-op should charge. Some groups 
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come up with the same outcome as the researchers. They don’t even know what 
a co-op is at this point. They have an intuitive sense but sometimes they are way 
out with no ability to analyze it. Intuition is great but you can’t rely on it all the 
time. How do you take that intuition and get them to back it with some 
structure? The very first day they can think about things intuitively – and then 
they come back to it with more information at a later date. The course gives 
them the logic to back up their intuition.  
Vignette 5 
I recognized that students had trouble with estimating – a skill they’ll 
need in the workplace -- so I got them working in groups while I circulated in 
the room. Students got comfortable asking questions and the whole group got 
more engaged. It was a more satisfactory teaching experience for me and when 
I analyzed the results I found that I had taught something that the students 
found useful and many were successful. 
The following vignettes are of group projects designed to have students 
teach content to their peers: 
Vignette 6 
A teaching highpoint came in my 200-level History class when my 
students worked together in groups and presented their research projects to the 
class. They had the freedom to choose the topics -- I provided ideas for how to 
think of topics but I didn’t give out topics. The students also had the choice to 
work in groups or to work individually. This idea came about when the course 
went from a 6 credit unit course to a 3 credit union course so the 3-paper 
evaluation changed to one paper and the research project and presentation. I 
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was excited about the wide variety of the students’ presentations. The students 
exceeded my expectations! 
Vignette 7 
I used group projects at the fourth year level. Using a clearly defined set 
of requirements, students in groups of four worked together to design a thing 
and present that design. It seems that the less involved the other faculty member 
and I were, the more engaged the students were. They really got into the project 
and designed something that exceeded expectations by far – in fact it is 
patentable! There were stunning moments! “Less is more” in terms of 
micromanaging the groups. When the students had freedom they were more 
creative and involved.  
Vignette 8 
Students chose a current article from ones I had gathered that were 
relevant in this field. They presented this to the class. I was excited about the 
presentations the students made; there were different levels of involvement and 
engagement of the students – some put more effort into the project than did 
others. The relevance of the material and the timeliness of this as content along 
with the link to the real world seemed to be appealing to them.  
Vignette 9 
After brainstorming possible topics, students chose a topic to work on in 
groups. They had clearly defined goals and the freedom to address those goals 
in ways of their choosing. I encouraged students to consider how they were 
going to present to the class group. Enthusiasm was high for this project. We 
invited people from outside the class to come and hear the presentations. 
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The next three vignettes illustrate how instructors have embedded active 
learning in the course design and structure. 
Vignette 10 
I’ve been using the Socratic Method for a good 20 years in my teaching. 
I’ll never forget this one class…I was teaching a class of 400 students. One 
student asked a question and then another and another and then discussion took 
off for about five minutes. That doesn’t happen often in large classes. They were 
really interested in this topic. (N19) 
Vignette 11 
At a fall teaching institute I learned about “semi-notes” to track video 
viewing. I used the method in one section initially and with positive feedback 
from senior colleagues I added it to my other sections as well.  
Semi-notes are an empty outline that students fill in as they watch a 
video; they are viewing guides. After viewing the video and filling in the semi-
notes individually, the students go into self-organized small groups for 15 
minutes to compare notes. They phrase the information in conversational 
language that they might have over coffee with peers. In the large group we 
build the answers on the board together to create a common set of notes. This 
gives me the chance to correct any errors or misconceptions they might have 
and reintroduce the professional language. Exam essay questions are drawn 
from these notes. The in-class work is supported with trips into the field. I check 
their field notes which they then synthesize into a narrative. 
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The benefits: There is a high degree of personal meaning-making with 
opportunity for correction at every stage. There is a high degree of success for 
students.  
Vignette 12 
My kinesiology students work in groups to design and teach lessons to 
“real” kids. They are very enthusiastic about being “teachers” and meeting with 
these younger students. I’m blown away by the insights that arise from their 
experiences (“It’s harder than it looks!”). It’s so much more than I ever could 
have told them. I’m involving students at the course design level now. They are 
going to be working right in schools. This degree of experiential active learning 
benefits everyone – my students and the schools. 
Inspiring Change 
When asked “what inspires you to make changes in your teaching?” there 
was a theme of organic slow change in how participants’ teaching evolved over 
the course of their careers. One participant felt that teaching was like an 
experiment and that over time he could see what worked and what was not so 
successful but the academic year is long and major changes take time to assess 
and adjust.  
Inspiration 1 
I’m never satisfied. I need stimulation. Improving my own competence in 
my teaching and course design is fun for me. 
Inspiration 2  
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I make changes to my teaching because of student feedback and reading 
Physics Education literature. Although I am limited to 5 content changes of a 
minor nature in 1st year courses, I can make changes to how I teach. 
Inspiration 3  
I know that I need to pay special attention to get students to see 
connections between the theory and the “real world.” I have tried some things 
that worked! 
Inspiration 4 
When I have the impression that I am not “teaching them” anything or 
that what I am teaching is not relevant to what students need, I make changes 
in my teaching. 
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APPENDIX G-8 
DRIVING AND RESTRAINING FORCES BY CATEGORY 
Driving Forces 
THE PERSON  
The constructional of professional identity happens quickly. (N11, 12b) 
This is what a university professor does… this is what a (History, Economics, 
English, Marketing, Education) professor does… 
“The combination of the content and the personality type” (N26) 
Career Profile & Goals 
• Tenured (N3.1, 3.6, 26) 
• On a term teaching contact with no research funding available (N14) 
• An interest in research on teaching (N14) 
Roles of the Professoriate 
• Sees attending sessions on teaching and thinking about teaching is a 
welcome break from other responsibilities (N20) 
• Attending sessions on teaching are another way to meet people from other 
colleges (N20) 
• Considering teaching as an academic and scholarly activity (N3.6) 
Life Stages  
• A supportive partner at home (N20) 
• Confidence that comes with experience (N28) 
• Spouse in the same department (N13) 
Personal Style 
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• Suits personal style (N3.1, 22, 26) 
• Relishes taking risks (N3.1, 26) 
• Relieves the pressure to be the “expert” (N26) 
• Like teaching (N3.1)  
• The combination of the content and the personality type (N26) 
• Easily bored (N22) 
• Confidence level (N26) 
• Actor “safety;” sense of safety at work (N3.1)  
Values and Beliefs  
Beliefs about Teaching 
• Learning is magical (N22) 
• A belief that students bring knowledge with them (N26) 
• Would value this approach as a student (N8)  
• Help a person develop into a wise person not just a product (N3.1) 
• How these questions are responded to determine how an individual 
chooses to teach: Why are we teaching? What value do we offer to people? 
to the marketplace? (N3.1) 
• Understanding the progressive nature of learning (N19) 
Personal Values 
• A personal desire to improve the quality of education for students (+26) 
(N12b) 
•  “My mother was a teacher” (N14)  
• Innate interest in teaching better (Strength +8) (N26, 27) 
 399
• Personal choice (+9) (N3.6) 
• Sense of achievement (+6) 
• Actors’ values (N3.1) 
• Achieve consistency with beliefs about how people think/learn and how I 
teach 
• Intrinsic motivation (+20) 
• Worth it personally (N3.1) 
• Feel good helping others (N3.1) 
Resonance with Innovation  
• Having had positive experiences as a learner 
• Having teachers who used active learning/having experienced active 
learning as a student (N21, 7.2) 
• Having negative experience as a learner (N22) 
• Having taught using active learning in other settings (N22, 25) 
The Individual’s Process of Change  
• Comfortable and familiar with course content (N3.6, 20.1) 
• Desire to try something new and keep fresh by reviewing and updating 
(N3.6, 22) 
• Attending workshops to learn new ideas and methods (N19, 26) 
• Incorporating successful practices (N19, 26) 
• Experimenting over time (N3.6, 19) 
• Being observed by a colleague (N19) 




 “You need more time for research for small rewards while a small amount of 
time invested in teaching can make a big difference.” (N3.5) 
Organizational Context 
CULTURE 
• Creating space for people to talk about teaching 
• Scheduled rituals around teaching 
• A learning commons where we can share our experiences with active 
learning strategies (S-H) 
• “Permitting” (but not encouraging) (N3.1) 
• Value teaching dossier (N3.6) 
• More discussions over coffee 
• Changing the language to talk more about teaching 
• Being around others who are excited about teaching 
• Sharing techniques 
• Sharing positive exciting stories 
• Letting others know what you are doing specifically around teaching 
• Focus talks on positive experiences 
• Attitudes/culture among faculty (departments) (N10, 13)  
Policy 
• Faculty control  
• Teaching dossiers (N3.6) 
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• A greater emphasis on teaching in all appointment and promotion 
proceedings (+13) (N3.6, 10, 26) 
• Government agencies and foundations making more money available for 
research and experimentation on ways to improve teaching effectiveness 
(+14) 
• Doing more to determine how much students have learned in their courses 
(+18) 
• Technical support to make things happen (N3.1) 
• More time with time away from administrative responsibilities.  
• Time to experiment (N3.5) 
• Using technology to simplify some things to buy time for others (N3.1) 
Rewards 
• Offering small grants to faculty members who wish to try new methods of 
instruction with the stipulation that each project be carefully evaluated 
and publicizing the results widely (22) 
• Establishing prizes and other forms of recognition for good teaching (13) 
• Rewards that value teaching rather than the rewards being time away from 
teaching 
• Profile award winning teachers 
• “Teaching chairs” 
• The teaching dossier in the new tenure and promotion guidelines 
• Publishing the results of a survey of recent graduates that reveals what 
they thought of their education (6) 
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• Good ratings when evaluated (N13) 
• Positive comments from students increased (N13) 
• To be known as a better teacher (N27) 
Faculty Development 
• Appropriate professional development (skills, techniques) (N3.1) 
• Having support available 
• Providing opportunities for instructors to receive assistance to improve 
their teaching (+20) 
• Resources other than time: Not actually too bad on this campus, and 
getting better. More coordination of support facilities (which is also, 
slowly, happening) will help. (+4) 
• Interdisciplinary workshops on teaching provide a break from routine 
(N20.2) 
• Attending teaching conferences and workshops (N10, 12a, 15, 16, 19, 25) 
• Gwenna Moss Centre (N15) 
Peers 
• Positive feedback from senior colleagues  (N8) 
• Receiving offers of help from others 
• The values of administrators and teachers (N3.1) 
Students  
• Student satisfaction (+4) 
• Student success (N8) 
• Requiring student evaluations for all courses and sections (+14) 
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• Student enthusiasm (N19, 20.1) 
• Student interest in the content (N19, 20.1)  
• Feeling appreciated by students (N32) 
• Evaluated highly by students (N13, 27) 
• Student ability (N16) 
Driving Forces 
THE INNOVATION -- Knowing what is possible (N32) 
Teaching is like an experiment, an academic activity done in the spirit of inquiry. 
Advantage over other methods 
• Recognition that active learning works better at getting students to learn 
(+10, +7) 
• Recognition that it works better  
• Quality of learning (+9) 
• Results from research (+6) 
• Effectiveness of learning 
• Knowing what constitutes “effective” teaching 
• Focus on critical thinking skills vs. focus on knowledge acquisition 
• More fun (+9, +10) (N26) 
• Education of actors regarding positive outcomes for students (research-
based) 
• Recognition of need for something different (+8) 
• Recognition of need (+8) 
• Keeping things fresh by reviewing and updating 
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• More likely to be able to link to students’ personal experiences than lecture 
(N20.1) 
• If you do nothing, technology is driving lecturers to even less engagement 
(N3.1) 
• If we do nothing students can sign up for an on-line course (N3.1) 
• Technology driven; cheaper and cheaper to do “clicker” etc (N3.1) 
Compatible 
• Realizing that there is a lot more possible 
• Teaching how to think like a teacher 
• Technology: can do more, more easily, all the time. In my case, very 
important: look for ways of streamlining routine tasks. Also have a backlist 
of stuff I want to do once the technology is available. Strength +6 (N5.1) 
• Compatible with content area of Science and the importance of labs (N21) 
• When the course objectives include skills and values that can be 
reinforced/practiced by using active learning (N23, 26) 
• Student demand (although not really a factor unless I can convince myself 
what they want will actually help them learn better)  Strength+1 (N5.1) 
How complex is it to learn?  
Easily tried (nothing) 
• Start in one class and then add (N8) 
Are the results observable? (nothing) 
Restraining Forces 
THE PERSON  
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The constructional of professional identity happens quickly. (N11, 12b) 
This is what a university professor does… 
And more specifically…. this is what a (History, Economics, English, Marketing, 
Education) professor does… 
Roles of the Professoriate 
• Professional and personal autonomy in the role of faculty member (-7) 
• The various activities that professors are engaged in generally compliment 
their content but not the process of teaching (N20.1) 
• A blurring of the line between student and teacher may occur with active 
learning (N26) 
• Rapidly set professional identity (N11) 
Career Profile & Goals 
• Personal interest in other areas (-13) 
Life Stages  
• harder when you are considered an “old guy” and not cute and hip (N28) 
Values & Beliefs  
• lack of alignment between stated and enacted beliefs (N24, 31) 
• believing that students only get what you want them to get if you tell them 
(N30) 
• no belief in active learning (N31) 
• believing from stories that teaching isn’t going so well in other 
departments (N11) 
Resonance with Innovation (nothing) 
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The Individual’s Process of Change 
• Teachers teaching how they were taught (N3.6) 
• Stress  
• Feeling drained by teaching in general (N32) 
• Actors’ (lack of) comfort with silence vs. student “noise” 
• Fear (N19), fear of looking silly, fear of looking stupid (N3.6) 
• (Lack of) Expertise (-2) 
• Comfort with content (N20.1, 23) 
Restraining Forces 
THE INSTITUTION 
 “You can get away with bad teaching if you are good at other things.” (N29) 
Organizational Context 
CULTURE 
• Emphasis on research and writing (-14) 
• Teaching is “not the path to success” (N3.6) 
• Lack of systemic embedding of teaching in the culture of the institution 
• “Permitting” (but not encouraging) active learning (N3.1) 
• Accepting “adequate” teaching (N3.6) 
• Institutional indifference (N3.1) 
• Systemic discrimination of teaching 
• Low status of teaching (N14) 
• Being a good teacher is seen as a bonus but hardly a requirement 
• Culture needing to change to value teaching 
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• Lack of safe environment to innovate (N3.1) 
•  “Getting through the course” (N3.1) 
• “Bean counting” articles (N3.6) 
• Autonomy: reviews by others have almost no impact on your work (N10) 
• Time/workload (-10, -10, -9) (N3.1, 31) 
• Using time for other things (N3.6) 
• The time needed to try things out and experiment takes away from other 
things 
Policy 
• Hiring criteria – more emphasis on research (N3.6) 
• Recruitment conflict (N3.1) 
• Competition for resources (-12) 
• Little or no funding available for field trips (N9) 
Rewards 
• A one-time bonus of $1000 for teaching merit rather than an increment of 
the same to the base salary that occurs with research (research goes on 
salary) (N3.6) 
• Reward system that value status quo outcomes/publications (N10, 25, 28) 
• Easier to get evidence for research (N10) 
• Institutional recognition: lack of this is the major restraining force. Lots of 
lip service, no real encouragement. Where are the Canada Teaching 
Chairs? Where is the research relief for outstanding teachers? Strength -6 
• Conflicting messages given through the university reward structure (-18) 
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• Being a teacher has not been highly regarded or rewarded organizationally 
(-14) 
• Highly competitive nature of the promotion system (-15) 
• Research merit increases go on the salary (N3.6) 
• The reward system actively discourages teaching (N21) 
• The dean or department cannot step in and reward (N10) 
• No one gets promoted on good teaching (N3.1) 
• Reward structure (N3.1) 
Faculty Development (none) 
Interpersonal Context 
Peers 
• Teaching collaboratively with colleagues who may not share the same 
enthusiasm (N3.6) 
• Lack of collegial support (N23) 
• Attitudes among faculty (departments) – culture 
• Multiple sections of a course that need to be consistent with each other; 
consistent delivery (N3.6) 
• Word of mouth about a course (N3.6) 
• Teachers teaching how they were taught (N3.6) 
• Attitudes of colleagues (N3.6) 
• Tying in with colleagues (N3.6) 
• Peer modeling, peer reviewers that value lecture 
• Specialization of faculty (-10) 
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• Content bias (N11) 
• Lack of social proof (seeing others who are like you doing the thing) 
• Feeling like an “oddball” for being interested ion teaching (N23) 
• Resistance (-5, -7) 
• Isolation and fragmented communication among faculty members given 
the great degree of autonomy and specialization (-17) 
• Peers’ fear of “loss of control” in classroom 
• Colleagues’ discomfort (N3.1) 
• Administration discomfort (N3.1) 
Students 
• Rate–my-professor (N3.6) 
• Competition among students (N28) 
• Diversity of the student population (N28) 
• The ability of students admitted under special circumstances to handle the 
work (N28) 
• Student resistance (-8, -7) (N9, 14) 
• Complaints (N28) 
• Expectations of students (N26) 
• Student compliance 
• Desire for traditional methods; conservative  (N3.1, 26) 
• Perceived ability, competence and preparedness of students (N23, 24, 27, 
29) 
• Student pressure for PowerPoint and supply handouts (N23) 
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• Student beliefs about what equals learning/good teaching (N26) 
• Not wanting “impose” activities on the students (N31) 
• How a course is categorized makes a difference as to how students view 
the course and the expectations they have for the course (N9, 11) 
• Students not wanting to do much out of class (N9) 
• Students are paranoid (N3.1) 
• Marks (arguing about grades, “Will it affect my grade?”) (N3.1) 
Restraining Forces 
THE INNOVATION 
There is no (minimal) dissatisfaction with the existing situation 
• Not time-bound like writing an article 
What is its relative advantage over other methods? 
• Lack of faith in active learning strategies (N28) 
Observable 
• Lack of models (N3.1) 
• Lack of benchmark models (N3.1) 
• Hard to measure what is learned in any case and even harder with active 
learning (N30) 
• No change is noticed (N30) 
Complex 
• Know-how (5)  
• Too many choices! 
• Confusion about what to actually do 
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• Confusion about what active learning actually is 
• Confusing active learning with an entertaining presentation style (N21) 
• Belief that giving assignments for outside of class is integrating active 
learning (N22) 
• Resources (6) 
• Knowing that there is a lot more possible in teaching 
• Thinking you already have it figured out 
• Teaching specific strategies at as workshop rather than showing the range 
of possibilities 
Easily tried 
• An assessment system that isn’t compatible 
• Time!!!   
• Bureaucracy that restricts spontaneity in the preparation of learning 
materials 
• It is easier to do in the lab (N21, 21.2) 
• The classroom set-up is not conducive (N23, 28) 
• Large classes (N10, 13, 23) 
• Failure (N26) 
• Scheduling issues (N11) 
• Time constraints to develop new approaches 
• Time (-9) 
• TIME that it takes to prepare 
• Lack of time to experiment (-10) 
 412
• The time needed to try things out and experiment 
Compatible 
• Concern with covering the content (N25) 
• Not seen as being compatible with the subject matter (N29) 
• Not seen as being compatible with assessment practices (N10) 
• Believing students can learn on their own 
• It may go badly the first time and a negative reaction from administration 
• Technology (-9) 
• Resources (-6) 
• Actors’ reliance on publishers’ textbooks (N23) 
• Other support items such as pod casts 
• The various activities that professors are engaged in can generally 
compliment the content they are teaching but not the way in which they 
are teaching (N20.1) 
• Technology (-9) 
• Technology (PowerPoint) (N23) 
• Class length is not long enough for activities (N9) 
• Technology driving to less active(N3.1) 
• Evaluation criteria – competing force to learning (N3.1) 
• Reliance on publishers’ texts and powerpoint (no passion) (N3.1) 
• Threatened by noise (quiet is easier and more safe) (N3.1) 
Are the results observable? 
• Difficult to define or measure good teaching (N10) 
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Table G.6.  
Driving and Restraining Forces. 
Category Driving Restraining Difference 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Person 44 18 26d 
Career goals 3 2 1D 
Roles 3 4 1R 
Life stages 3 1 1d 
Personal style 8 0 8D 
Values & beliefs 16 4 12D 
Resonance  4 0 4D 
Process of Change 7 7 0 
Institution 50 69 19R 
Culture 13 18 5R 
Policy 9 4 5D 
Rewards 10 15 5R 
Faculty development 7 0 7D 
Peers 3 18 15R 
Students 9 17 8R 
Innovation 24 47 23R 
Relative advantage 16 1 15D 
Compatibility 5 17 12R 
Complexity 0 10 10R 
Easy To Try 1 15 14R 
Observable Results 0 5 5R 
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